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RICE  PRODUCTION  ACT  OF  1975 


TUESDAY,  JUNE  24,  1975 

House  of  Representatives, 
Subcommittee  ox  Oilseeds  and  Rice 

of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  call,  at  2 :30  p.m.,  in  room  1301, 
Longworth  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  Dawson  Mathis  (chairman  of 
the  subcommittee)  presiding. 

Present :  Representatives  Mathis,  Jones  of  North  Carolina,  Jones  of 
Tennessee,  Bowen,  Rose,  Fithian,  Findley,  Johnson,  and  Moore. 

Staff  present :  Robert  M.  Bor,  counsel ;  Steve  Pringle,  staff  con- 
sultant; Anita  Brown,  Perry  Shaw,  and  Susan  Bell,  staff  assistants. 

Mr.  Mathis.  The  subcommittee  will  come  to  order. 

The  Subcommittee  on  Oilseeds  and  Rice  has  before  it  a  series  of  bills 
relating  to  the  rice  program.  We  are  convened  this  afternoon  for  the 
purpose  of  moving  toward  the  passage  of  some  legislation. 

Mr.  Bowen.  I  would  like  to  move  that  the  subcommittee  put  itself 
into  executive  session  for  consideration  of  H.R.  8137  and  other  bills 
relating  to  the  rice  program. 

Mr.  Mathis.  The  Chair  would  advise  the  subcommittee  that 
H.R.  8137  is  not  yet  before  the  subcommittee. 

Is  there  objection  to  the  motion  ? 

Mr.  Findley.  Is  there  some  particular  reason  why  we  should  be  in 
executive  session  ?  Generally,  as  a  matter  of  policy  I  think  it  is  wrong 
for  deliberations  to  be  carried  on  in  such  a  fashion. 

Mr.  Bowen.  There  was  sentiment  expressed  by  some  of  our  col- 
leagues that  we  might  proceed  more  expeditiously  if  we  were  in  execu- 
tive session. 

Mr.  Moore.  I  object. 

Mr.  Bowen.  I  again  make  my  motion,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Mathis.  The  question  is  to  dissolve  into  executive  session  to 
consider  various  rice-related  bills  which  are  before  us. 

Mr.  Bor.  When  this  kind  of  motion  is  before  us,  it  requires  a  roll- 
call  vote.  It  can  pass  if  a  majority  of  those  present,  assuming  a 
quorum  is  present,  vote  in  favor  of  it. 

Mr.  Mathis.  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

(The  rollcall  follows :) 

Ayes  :  Representatives  Bowen,  Rose,  Fithian,  and  Mathis. 
Nays  :  Representatives  Findley  and  Moore. 
Present :  Representative  Johnson. 

(1) 
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The  Clerk.  The  vote  is  four  ayes,  two  nays,  and  one  present. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Accordingly,  the  subcommittee  will  at  this  time  go 
into  executive  session. 

The  Chair  will  request  that  all  persons  other  than  members  and  staff 
leave  the  room. 

[Whereupon,  the  subcommittee  went  into  executive  session.] 
[The  subcommittee  returned  to  open  session.] 
Mr.  Mathis.  The  bill  H.R.  8137  will  be  entered. 
[The  bill  H.R.  8137  follows :] 
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H.R.  8137 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

June  23, 1975 

Mr.  Bowex  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com- 


mittee on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  establish  improved  programs  for  the  benefit  of  producers 

and  consumers  of  rice. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  SHOET  TITLE 

4  Section  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Rice  Pro- 

5  duction  Act  of  1975". 

6  TITLE  I— RICE  ALLOTMENTS  AND 

7  PRICE  SUPPORT 

8  NATIONAL   ACEEAGE   ALLOTMENT   AND  ALLOCATION 

9  Sec.  101.  Effective  for  the  1976  and  1977  crops  of  rice, 

10  section  352  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938 

11  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 


1  "Sec.  352.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  establish  for  each 

2  of  the  1976  and  1977  crops  of  rice  a  national  acreage  allot- 

3  ment  in  the  amount  of  1,800,000  acres. 

4  "  (b)  The  national  acreage  allotment  for  each  such  crop 

5  of  rice  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary  to  farms,  and  in 

6  producer  States  and  administrative  areas,  to  producers  on  the 

7  basis  of  the  rice  allotments  established  for  the  1975  crop 

8  as  adjusted  in  accordance  with  subsection  (c)  of  this  sec- 

9  tion:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  1  per  centum  of  the 

10  national  acreage  allotment  may  be  reserved  for  (1)  appor- 

11  tionment  to  new  rice  farms  and  new  rice  producers  on  the 

12  basis  of  the  following  factors:  suitability  of  the  land  for  the 

13  production  of  rice,  the  extent  to  which  the  farm  operator 

14  (or  producer  in  the  case  of  a  producer  allotment)  is  de- 

15  pendent  on  income  from  farming  for  his  livelihood,  the 

16  production  of  rice  on  other  farms  owned,  operated,  or  con- 
1^  trolled  by  such  person,  and  such  other  factors  as  the  Secre- 

18  tary  determines  should  be  considered  for  the  purpose  of 

19  establishing  fair  and  equitable  rice  allotments;  (2)  making 

20  adjustments  in  farm  allotments  to  correct  inequities  or  to 

21  prevent  hardships;  and   (3)   making  corrections  in  farm 

22  or  producer  allotments. 

"(c)  (1)  If  for  any  crop  the  total  acreage  planted  to 

24  rice  on  a  farm  is  less  than  the  rice  allotment  for  the  farm  (or 
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1  in  producer  administrative  areas,  the  producer  allotments 

2  allocated  to  the  farm) ,  the  farm  or  producer  allotment  used 

3  as  a  hase  for  the  succeeding  crop  shall  be  reduced  by  the 

4  percentage  by  which  such  planted  acreage  was  less  than  the 

5  allotment  for  the  farm,  but  such  reduction  shall  not  exceed 

6  20  per  centum  of  the  farm  or  producer  allotment  for  the  pre- 

7  ceding  crop ;  except  that  if  not  less  than  90  per  centum  of  the 

8  farm  acreage  allotment  is  planted  to  rice,  the  farm  shall  be 

9  considered  to  have  an  acreage  planted  to  rice  equal  to  100 

10  per  centum  of  such  allotment.  For  purposes  of  this  para- 

11  grajph>  an  acreage  on  the  farm  which  the  Secretary  deter- 

12  mines  was  not  planted  to  rice  because  of  drought,  flood,  other 

13  natural  disaster,  or  a  condition  beyond  the  control  of  the  pro- 

14  ducer  shall  be  considered  to  be  an  acreage  planted  to  rice. 

15  For  the  purpose  of  this  paragraph,  the  Secretary  may  permit 

16  producers  of  rice  to  have  acreage  devoted  to  soybeans, 

17  wheat,  feed  grains,  sugar,  castor  beans,  triticale,  oats,  cot- 

18  ton,  rye,  or  such  other  crops  as  the  Secretary  may  deem 

19  appropriate,  considered  as  devoted  to  the  production  of  rice 

20  to  such  extent  and  subject  to  such  terms  and  conditions  as 

21  the  Secretary  determines  will  not  impair  the  effective  opera- 

22  tion  of  the  rice  program. 

23  "  (2)  If  no  acreage  is  planted  (or  regarded  as  planted) 

24  to  rice  for  two  consecutive  crop  years  on  any  farm  which 
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1  had  a  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  years  or  for  any 

2  producer  which  had  a  producer  allotment  for  such  years, 

3  such  farm  or  producer  shall  lose  its  allotment. 

4  "  (3)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  paragraphs  (1) 

5  and  (2)  of  this  subsection,  no  farm  or  producer  allotment 

6  shall  he  reduced  or  lost  through  failure  to  plant,  if  the 

7  cooperator  elects  not  to  receive  payments  for  the  portion  of 

8  the  farm  or  producer  allotment  not  planted  to  which  he 

9  would  otherwise  he  entitled  under  the  provisions  of  section 

10  101  (g)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949. 

11  "  (d)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  Act, 

12  if  the  Secretary  determines  for  any  year  that,  because  of 

13  drought,  flood,  other  natural  disaster,  or  a  condition  beyond 

14  the  control  of  the  person  involved  in  the  production  of  rice, 

15  none  or  only  part  of  the  acres  of  an  allotment  can  be  timely 

16  planted  or  replanted  by  or  for  such  person  in  such  year, 

17  the  Secretary  may  authorize  for  such  year  the  transfer 

18  of  the  total  number  of  such  acres  which  are  so  affected  to 

19  another  farm  in  the  same  or  any  nearby  county,  but  within 

20  the  same  administrative  area,  on  which  one  or  more  persons 

21  on  the  farm  from  which  the  transfer  is  made  will  be  engaged 

22  in  the  production  of  rice  and  will  share  in  the  proceeds 

23  thereof,  in  accordance  with  such  regulations  as  the  Secre- 

24  tary  may  prescribe.  Any  allotment,  or  portion  thereof, 

25  transferred  under  this  subsection  shall  be  regarded  as  planted 
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1  to  rioe  cm  the  farm  from  which  the  transfer  is  made  for 

2  purposes  of  establishing  future  farm  allotments.  For  the 

3  purpose  of  determining  the  amount  of  payments  and  loans 

4  made  under  section  101  (g)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949 

5  with  regard  to  farms  to  which  allotments,  or  portions  there- 

6  of,  are  transferred  under  this  subsection,  the  Secretary  shall 

7  establish  a  farm  yield  for  any  such  farm  for  which  there  is 

8  no  established  yield. 

9  "(e)  (1)  The  Secretary  shall  permit  the  owner  and 

10  operator  of  any  farm  for  which  a  farm  acreage  allotment 

11  has  been  established  to  sell  or  lease  all  or  any  part,  or  the 

12  right  to  all  or  any  part  of  such  allotment,  to  any  other 

13  owner  or  operator  of  a  farm  in  the  same  administrative 

14  area,  or  to  transfer  all  or  any  part  of  such  allotment  to  any 

15  other  farm  owned  or  controlled  by  him  in  the  same  admin- 

16  istrative  area.  The  Secretary  shall  also  permit  the  person 

17  for  whom  a  producer  allotment  has  been  established  to  sell 

18  or  lease  all  or  any  part  of  such  allotment  to  any  other  person 

19  in  the  same  administrative  area. 

20  "  (2)  (A)  If  a  producer  in  a  State  in  which  farm  rice 

21  acreage  allotments  are  determined  on  the  basis  of  past 

22  production  of  rice  by  the  producer  on  the  farm  dies,  his 

23  history  of  rice  production  shall  be  apportioned  in  the  whole 

24  or  in  part  among  his  heirs  or  devisees  according  to  the  ex- 

25  tent  to  which  they  may  continue,  or  have  continued,  his 
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1  farming  operations,  if  satisfactory  proof  of  such  succession  of 

2  farming  operations  is  furnished  the  Secretary. 

3  "  (B)  If  a  producer  in  a  State  in  which  farm  rice  acreage 

4  allotments  are  determined  on  the  basis  of  past  production 

5  of  rice  by  the  producer  on  the  farm  withdraws  in  whole 

6  or  in  part  from  rice  production  in  favor  of  a  member  or 

7  members  of  his  family  who  will  succeed  to  his  farming  opera- 

8  tions,  that  portion  of  his  rice  history  acreage  as  may  be 

9  ascribed  to  such  withdrawal  may  be  transferred  to  such  fam- 

10  ily  member  or  members,  as  the  case  may  be,  if  satisfactory 

11  proof  of  such  relationship  and  succession  of  farming  opera- 

12  tions  by  such  family  member  or  members  is  furnished  the 

13  Secretary. 

14  "(C)   If  a  producer  in  a  State  in  which  farm  rice 

15  acreage  allotments  are  determined  on  the  basis  of  past 

16  production  of  rice  by  the  producer  on  the  farm  permanently 

17  withdraws  from  rice  production,  his  rice  history  acreage  may 

18  be  transferred  to  another  producer  or  producers  who  have 

19  had  previous  rice-producing  experience,  provided  the  fol- 

20  lowing  conditions  are  met — 

21  "  (i)  the  transferee  must  acquire,  except  for  land, 

22  the  entire  farming  operation  pertaining  to  rice,  includ- 

23  ing  all  production  and  harvesting  equipment  and  any 

24  irrigation  equipment  not  permanently  attached  to  the 

25  land;  and 
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1  "  (ii)  the  transferee  must  actually  plant  at  least  90 

2  per  centum  of  his  total  producer  rice  acreage  allotment, 

3  including  the  allotment  determined  on  the  basis  of  the 

4  rice  history  acreage  acquired  from  the  transferor,  for  at 

5  least  three  out  of  the  next  four  years  following  the 

6  transfer. 

7  Failure  by  the  transferee  to  comply  with  clause  (ii)  of  this 

8  subparagraph  shall  result  in  cancellation  of  the  transfer  of 

9  the  rice  history  acreage.  The  transferor  of  rice  acreage  history 

10  under  this  paragraph  shall  not  be  eligible  for  a  producer  rice 

11  acreage  allotment  for  any  year  subsequent  to  such  transfer, 

12  except  to  the  extent  that  such  allotment  may  be  based  on 

13  rice  history  acquired  in  a  year  (subsequent  to  the  transfer) 

14  for  which  rice  acreage  allotments  are  not  in  effect. 

15  "(D)  Upon  dissolution  of  a  partnership  in  a  State  in 

16  which  farm  rice  acreage  allotments  are  determined  on  the 

17  basis  of  past  production  of  rice  by  the  producer  on  the 

18  farm,  the  partnership's  history  of  rice  production  shall  be 

19  divided  among  the  partners  in  such  proportion  as  agreed 

20  upon  in  writing  by  the  partners,  except  that  if  a  partnership 

21  was  formed  in  a  year  in  which  allotments  were  in  effect  and 

22  is  dissolved  in  less  than  three  consecutive  crop  years  after 

23  the  partnership  became  effective,  the  rice  acreage  allotment 

24  established  for  the  partnership  and  rice  history  acreages 

25  credited  to  the  partnership  for  each  of  the  years  during  its  ex- 
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1  istence  shall  be  divided  among  the  partners  in  the  same  pro- 

2  portion  that  each  partner  contributed  to  the  allotment  estab- 

3  lished  for  the  partnership  at  the  time  such  partnership  was 

4  formed.  The  rice  history  acreage  credited  to  each  of  the 

5  partners  for  the  years  prior  to  the  time  the  partnership  was 

6  formed  shall  revert  to  the  person  to  whom  it  was  originally 

7  credited. 

8  "(E)  Any  part  of  the  farm  rice  acreage  allotment  on 

9  which  rice  will  not  be  planted  and  which  is  voluntarily  sur- 
10  rendered  to  the  county  committee  shall  be  deducted  from 
3-1  the  allotment  to  such  farm  and  may  be  reapportioned  by 

12  the  county  committee  to  other  farms  in  the  same  county 

13  receiving  allotments  in  amounts  determined  by  the  county 

14  committee  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  on  the  basis  of  the 

15  following  factors : 


16  "  (i)  the  past  production  of  rice  by  the  producers 

17  on  the  farm  or  the  past  production  of  rice  on  the  farm, 

18  as  the  case  may  be ; 

19  "  (fi)  acreage  allotments  previously  established  for 

20  the  farm  or  for  the  producers  on  the  farm,  as  the  case 

21  may  be; 

22  "  (iii)  abnormal  conditions  affecting  acreage ; 

23  "  (iv)  land,  labor,  water,  and  equipment  available 

24  for  the  production  of  rice ; 

25  "  (v)  crop-rotation  practices ;  and 
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1  "  (vi)  the  soil  and  other  physical  factors  affecting 

2  the  production  of  rice. 

3  Any  allotment  surrendered  under  this  subparagraph  shall 

4  be  regarded  for  purposes  of  this  subsection  as  having  been 

5  planted  on  the  farm  from  which  it  was  surrendered,  except 

6  that  this  shall  not  operate  to  make  the  farm  from  which  the 

7  allotment  was  surrounded  eligible  for  an  allotment  as  having 

8  rice  planted  thereon,  or  to  make  any  producer  thereon  eligi- 

9  ble  for  an  allotment  as  having  produced  rice,  during  the  1975 

10  base  period. 

11  "  (f)  Any  acreage  planted  to  rice  in  excess  of  the  farm 

12  or  producer  acreage  allotment  in  the  crop  years  1975  and 

13  1977  shall  not  be  taken  into  account  in  establishing  farm,  or 

14  producer  acreage  allotments  in  any  year  following  such 

15  period.". 

16  PAYMENTS  AND  LOANS 

17  Sec.  102.  Effective  for  the  1976  and  1977  crops  of 

18  rice,  section  101  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  is  amended 

19  by  adding  the  following  new  subsection  at  the  end  thereof: 

20  "  (g)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law — 

21  "  ( 1 )  The  established  price  for  the  purpose  of  making 

22  payments  on  rice  under  this  subsection  shall  be  $8  per 

23  hundredweight  in  the  case  of  the  1976  crop,  adjusted  to 

24  reflect  any  changes  in  the  index  of  prices  paid  by  farmers 

25  for  production  items,  interest,  taxes,  and  wage  rates  during- 
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1  the  period  beginning  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Rice 

2  Production  Act  of  1975,  and  ending  July  31,  1976;  for 

3  the  1977  crop  the  established  price  shall  be  the  established 

4  price  for  the  1976  crop  adjusted  to  reflect  any  changes  In 

5  the  index  of  prices  paid  by  farmers  for  production  items, 

6  interest,  taxes,  and  wage  rates  during  the  twelve-month 

7  period  immediately  preceding  July  31,  1977:  Provided, 

8  That  any  increase  that  would  otherwise  be  made  in  the 

9  established  price  for  the  1976  and  1977  crops  to  reflect 

10  a  change  in  the  index  of  prices  paid  by  farmers  may  be 

11  further  adjusted  to  reflect  any  change  in  (i)  the  national 

12  average  yield  per  acre  of  rice  for  the  three  calendar  years 

13  preceding  the  year  for  which  the  determination  is  made, 

14  over  (ii)  the  national  average  yield  per  acre  for  the  three 

15  calendar  years  preceding  the  year  previous  to  the  one 

16  for  which  the  determination  is  made. 

17  "  (2)  The  Secretary  shall  make  available,  to  cooperators 

18  in  the  several  States  of  the  United  States,  loans  and  pur- 

19  chases  on  the  1976  crop  of  rice  at  a  rate  equal  to  $6  per 

20  hundredweight,  adjusted  to  reflect  any  changes  in  the  index 

21  of  prices  paid  by  farmers  for  production  items,  interest,  taxes, 

22  and  wage  rates  during  the  period  beginning  on  the  date  of 

23  enactment  of  the  Rice  Production  Act  of  1975  and  ending 

24  July  31,  1976:  Provided,  That  any  increase  in  the  rate  of 

25  loans  and  purchases  for  the  1976  crop  to  reflect  a  change  in 
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1  the  index  of  prices  paid  by  farmers  may  be  further  adjusted 

2  to  reflect  the  change  described  in  the  proviso  in  paragraph 

3  (1)  of  this  subsectkim  Loans  and  purchases  for  the  1977; 

4  crop  shall  be  established  at  such  rate  as  bears  the  same  ratifc 

5  to  the  loan  rate  for  tbe  1976  crop  as  the  established  price  for 

6  the  1977  crop  bears  to  the  established  price  for  the  1976 

7  crop.  The  loans  and  purchases  for  the  1976  and  1977  crops 

8  shall  be  made  available  to  each  cooperator  with  respect  to  a 

9  quantity  of  rice  determined  by  multiplying  the  allotment  erf 

10  the  cooperator  for  the  crop  by  the  yield  established  for  the 

11  farm,  as  determined  in  the  manner  described  in  the  second 

12  sentence  of  paragraph  (4)  of  this  subsection. 

13  "'(3)  The  Secretary  shall  make  available  to  eooperators 

14  payments  for  each  of  the  1976  and  1977  crops  of  rice  grown 

15  in  the  several  States  of  the  United  States  at  a  rate  equal  to 

16  the  amount  by  which  the  established  price  for  the  crop  of". 

17  rice  exceeds  the  higher  of — 

18  "  (A)  the  national  average  market  price  received  by  I 

19  farmers  during  the  first  five  months  of  the  marketing^ 

20  year  for  such  crop,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary ;  or 

21  "  (B)  the  loan  level  determined  under  paragraph  . 

22  (2)  for  such  crop. 

23  "  (4)  The  payments  for  the  1976  and  1977  crops  shall 

24  be  made  available  to  each  cooperator  with  respect  to  a  quan- 

25  tity  of  rice  determined  by  multiplying  the  allotment  of  the 

80-726  O  -  76  -  2 
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1  cooperator  for  the. crop  by  the  yield  established  for  the  farm. 

2  The  yield  for  the  farm  for  any  year  shall  be  determined  on 

3  the  basis  of  the  actual  yields  per  harvested  acre  for  the  three 

4  preceding  years:  Provided,  That  the  actual  yields  shall  be 

5  adjusted  by  the  Secretary  for  abnormal  yields  in  any  year 

6  caused  by  drought,  flood,  other  natural  disaster,  or  condition 

7  beyond  the  control  of  the  cooperator.  If  the  Secretary  de- 

8  termines  that  the  persons  involved  in  producing  rice  on 

9  a  farm  are  prevented  from  planting  all  or  any  portion  of 

10  the  acres  of  the  producer  or  farm  acreage  allotment  to 

11  rice  or  other  nonconserving  crop,  because  of  droughts,  flood, 

12  or  other  natural  disaster  or  condition  beyond  the  control 

13  of  the  producer,  the  rate  of  payment'  with  regard  to  such 
1^  acres  so  affected  shall  be  the  larger  of  (A)  the  foregoing 

15  rate,  or  (B)  one- third  of  the  established  price,  except  that 

16  the  Secretary  shall  make  no  payment  pursuant  to  this 

17  sentence  with  regard  to  acres  which  were  transferred  under 

18  section  352(d)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938 

19  and  on  which  rice  was  planted  on  the  farm  to  which  such 

20  acres  were  transferred.  If  the  Secretary  determines  that, 

21  because  of  such  disaster  or  condition,  the  total  quantity  of  rice 

22  which  the  persons  involved  in  producing  rice  are  able  to 

23  harvest  on  any  farm  is  less  than  66-J  per  centum  of  the  farm 

24  acreage  allotment  times  the  yield  of  rice  established  for  the 

25  farm,  the  rate  of  payment  for  the  deficiency  in  production 
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1  below  100  per  centum  shall  be  the  larger  of  (A)  the  fore- 

2  going  rate,  or  (B)  one-third  of  the  established  price.  Any 

3  payment  made  under  the  previous  two  sentences  with  regard 

4  to  acres  transferred  under  section  352  (d)  of  the  Agricul- 

5  tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  shall  be  calculated  with  respect 

6  to  the  farm  yield  on  the  farm  to  which  such  acres  were 

7  transferred. 

8  "(5)  (A)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  a  set-aside 

9  of  cropland  for  a  crop  of  rice  if  he  estimates  (without  tak- 

10  ing  into  consideration  the  effect  of  a  set-aside) ,  prior  to  the 

11  beginning  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  crop  will  be 

12  grown,  that  the  carryover  of  rice  for  the  marketing  year 

13  beginning  in  the  calendar  year  immediately  following  the 

14  calendar  year  in  which  such  crop  will  be  grown  will  exceed 

15  15  per  centum  of  the  total  supply  of  rice  for  the  marketing 

16  year  beginning  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  crop  will 

17  be  grown.  If  a  set-aside  of  cropland  is  in  effect  under  this 

18  paragraph  then,  as  a  condition  of  eligibility  for  payments 

19  under  paragraph  (3)  of  this  subsection,  the  cooperators  must 

20  set  aside  and  devote  to  conservation  uses  an  acreage  of  crop- 

21  land  equal  to  (i)  such  percentage  of  the  farm  acreage  allot- 

22  ment  as  may  be  specified  by  the  Secretary,  plus,  if  required 

23  by  the  Secretary,  (ii)  the  acreage  of  cropland  on  the  farm 

24  devoted  in  preceding  years  to  soil  conserving  uses,  as  deter- 

25  minecLby  the  Secretary.  The  Secretary  shall  permit  coopera-. 
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1  tors  to  plant  and  graze  sweet  sorghum  on  set-aside  acreage. 

2  The  Secretary  may  permit,  subject  to  such  terms  and  condi- 

3  tions  as  he  may  prescribe,  all  or  any  part  of  the  set-aside 

4  acreage  to  be  devoted  to  hay  and  grazing  or  the  production 

5  of  guar,  sesame,  safflower,  sunflower,  castor  beans,  mustard 

6  seed,  crambe,  plantago  ovato,  flaxseed,  triticale,  oats,  rye,  or 

7  other  commodity,  if  he  determines  that  such  production  is 

8  needed  to  provide  an  adequate  supply  of  such  commodities, 

9  is  not  likely  to  increase  the  cost  of  the  price  support  program, 

10  and  will  not  adversely  affect  farm  income. 

11  "  (B)  To  assist  in  adjusting  the  acreage  of  commodities 

12  to  desirable  goals,  the  Secretary  may  make  lan'd  diversion 

13  payments,  in  addition  to  the  payments  authorized  in  para- 

14  graph  (3)  of  this  subsection,  to  cooperators  on  a  farm  who, 

15  to  the  extent  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  devote  to  approved 

16  conservation  uses  an  acreage  of  cropland  on  the  farm  in  addi- 

17  tion  to  that  required  to  be  dievote'd  under  subparagraph  (A) 

18  of  this  paragraph.  The  land  diversion  payments  for  a  farm 

19  shall  be  at  such  rate  or  rates  as  the  Secretary  determines 

20  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  taking  into  consideration  the  diver- 

21  sion  undertaken  by  the  cooperator  and  the  productivity  of 

22  the  acreage  diverted.  The  Secretary  shall  limit  the  total 

23  acreage  to  be  diverted  under  agreements  in  any  county 

24  or  local  community  so  as  not  to  adversely  affect  the  economy 

25  of  the  county  or  local  community. 
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1  lt  (6)   The  rice  program  formulated  under  this  sub- 

2  section  shall  require  the  cooperators  to  take  such  measures 

3  as  the  'Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  to  protect  the  set- 

4  aside  acreage  and  the  additional  diverted  acreage  from  ero- 

5  sion,  insects,  weeds,  and  rodents.  Such  acreage  may  be 

6  devoted  to  wildlife  food  plots  or  wildlife  habitat  in  conform- 

7  ity  with  standards  established  by  the  Secretary  in  oonsulta- 

8  tion  with  wildlife  agencies.  The  Secretary  may  pay  an  ap- 

9  propriate  share  of  the  cost  of  practices  designed  to  carry  out 

10  the  purposes  of  the  foregoing  sentences.  The  Secretary  may 

11  provide  for  an  additional  payment  on  such  acreage  in  the 

12  amount  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  appropriate  in 

13  relation  to  the  benefit  to  the  general  public  if  the  cooperator 

14  agrees  to  permit,  without  other  compensation,  access  to  all 

15  or  such  portion  of  the  farm  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe 

16  by  the  general  public,  for  hunting,  trapping,  fishing,  and 

17  hiking,  subject  to  applicable  State  and  Federal  regulations. 

18  "(7)  If  the  operator  of  the  farm  desires  to  participate 

19  in  the  program  formulated  under  this  subsection,  he  shall 

20  file  his  agreement  to  do  so  no  later  than  such  date  as  the 

21  Secretary  may  prescribe.  Payments  under  this  subsection 

22  shall  be  made  available  to  the  cooperator  on  such  farm  only 

23  if  such  cooperator  sets  aside  and  devotes  to  approved  soil 

24  conserving  uses  an  acreage  on  the  farm  equal  to  the  number 

25  of  acres  which  the  operator  of  the  farm  agrees  to  set  aside  ' 
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1  and  devote  to  approved  soil  conserving  uses,  and  the  agree- 

2  ment  shall  so  provide.  The  Secretary  may,  by  mutual  agree- 

3  ment  with  any  cooperator,  terminate  or  modify  any  such 

4  agreement  entered  into  pursuant  to  this  subsection  if  he 

5  determines  such  action  necessary  because  of  any  emergency 

6  created  by  drought  or  other  disaster,  or  in  order  to  alleviate 

7  a  shortage  in  the  supply  of  rice. 

8  "(8)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  adequate  safeguards 

9  to  protect  the  interests  of  tenants  and  sharecroppers  including 

10  provision  for  sharing,  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis,  in  pay- 

11  ments  under  this  subsection. 

12  "(9)  In  the  case  in  which  the  failure  of  a  cooperator 

13  to  comply  fully  with  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  pro- 
lyl gram  formulated  under  this  subsection  precludes  the  making 

15  of  loans,  purchases,  and  payments,  the  Secretary  may,  never- 

16  theless,  make  such  loans,  purchases,  and  payments  in  such 

17  amounts  as  he  determines  to  be  equitable  in  relation  to  the 

18  iseriousness  of  the  default. 

19  "(10)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  issue  such  regu- 

20  lations  as  he  determines  necessary^o  carry  out  the  provisions 

21  of  this  subsection. 

22  "(11)   The  Secretary  shall  carry  out  the  program 

23  authorized  by  this  subsection  through  the  Commodity  Credit 

24  Corporation. 

25  "(12)  The  provisions  of  subsection  8(g)  of  the  Soil 
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1  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  (relating  to  as- 

2  signment  of  payments)  shall  apply  to  payments  under  this 

3  subsection.". 

4  SUSPENSION  OF  MARKETING  QUOTAS  AND  OTHER 

5  PROVISIONS 

6  Sec.  103.  Sections  353,  354,  355,  -and  356  of  the  Agri- 

7  cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  shall  not  he  applicable  to 

8  the  1976  and  1977  crops  of  rice. 

9  'TITLE  II— KI€E  KESEAEOH 

10  Sec.  201.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Agri culture  may,  under 

11  rules  prescribed  by  such  Secretary,  carry  out  regional  and 

12  national  research  programs  with  regard  to  rice  for  the  fol- 
io lowing  purposes: 

14  ( 1 )  to  reduce  fertilizer  and  herbicide  usage  in  excess 

15  of  production  needs ; 

16  (2)  to  develop  varieties  of  rice  more  susceptible  to 

17  complete  fertilizer  utilization; 

18  (3)  to  improve  the  resistance  of  rice  plants  to  dis- 

19  ease  and  to  enhance  their  conservation  and  environ- 

20  mental  qualities; 

21  (4|  to  increase  the  usage  of  rice  and  its  processing 

22  byproducts ; 

23  (5)  to  develop  better  husbandry  practices  in  pro- 

24  duction  and  conservation  of  rice; 

25  ,    (6)  to  develop  more  efficient  rice  storage  practices; 
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1  (7)  to  improve  domestic  and  international  market- 

2  ing  of  rice;  and 

3  (8)  to  benefit  the  general  welfare. 

4  (b)  The  Secretary  shall,  in  implementing  the  program 

5  authorized  in  subsection  (a) ,  utilize  the  technical  and  re- 

6  lated  services  of  appropriate  Federal,  State,  local  govern- 
rj  mental  and  private  agencies. 

g  (c)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  not  more 

9  than  $1,000,000  for  any  fiscal  year  to  carry  out  the  pro- 

10  visions  of  this  section. 

n  TITLE  III— MISCELLANEOUS 

12  UNUSED  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS 

13  Sec.  301.  Section  377  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 

14  Act  of  1938  shall  not  be  applicable  to  the  1976  and  1977 

15  crops  of  rice. 

16  FINALITY  OF  FARMERS'  PAYMENTS  AND  LOANS 

17  Sec.  302.  Effective  only  with  respect  to  the  1976  and 

18  1977  crops  of  rice,  section  385  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust- 

19  ment  Act  of  1938  is  amended  in  the  first  sentence  thereof 

20  by  inserting  immediately  after  "cotton  set-aside  program/' 

21  the  foUowing:  "payments  under  the  rice  program  author- 

22  ized  by  section  101  (g)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,". 

23  DEFINITION  OF  COOPERATOR 

24  Sec.  303.  Section  408  (b)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 

25  1949  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of 
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1  the  first  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  follow- 

2  ing:  ":  Provided  further,  That  for  the  1976  and  1977 

3  crops  of  rice,  a  cooperator  shall  be  a  person  who  has  a  rice 

4  acreage  allotment  and,  if  a  set-aside  is  in  effect,  who  has  set 

5  aside  any  acreage  required  under  section  101  (g) .". 

6  CONFORMING  AMENDMENT 

7  'Sec.  304.  Effective  only  with  respect  to  the  1976  and 

8  1977  crops  of  rice,  section  408  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 

9  1949  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 

10  ing  new  subsection : 

11  "Reference  to  Terms  Made  Applicable  to  Eice 

12  "  (m)  Reference  made  in  sections  402,  403,  406,  407, 

13  and  416  to  terms  Support  price',  level  of  support',  and  'level 

14  of  price  support'  shall  be  considered  to  apply  as  well  to  the 

15  level  of  loans  and  purchases  for  rice  under  this  Act,  and 

16  references  made  to  the  terms  'price  support',  'price  support 

17  operation',  and  'price  support  program'  in  such  sections  and 

18  in  section  401  (a)  shall  be  considered  as  applying  as  well 

19  to  the  loan  and  purchase  operations  for  such  rice  in  this 

20  Act.". 
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Mr.  Mathis.  The  gentleman  from  Illinois  has  served  notice  that 
he  has  an  amendment  which  he  wants  to  offer.  Even  though  it  doesn't 
appear  in  the  first  title  of  the  bill,  without  objection,  we  will  allow 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  to  offer  his  amendment.  Then,  we  will 
proceed  to  an  examiniation  of  the  bill  on  a  page-by-page  basis. 

Mr.  Findley.  I  have  an  amendment  which  I  believe  should  appear 
on  page  19  just  above  the  subtitle  "Suspension  of  Marketing  Quotas 
and  Other  Provisions.'" 

It  is  a  payment  to  limit  the  provisions  which  reads  as  follows : 
"Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law  the  total  amount  of 
payments  which  a  person  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  during  a  crop 
year  under  the  rice  program  shall  not  exceed  $55,000." 

Then,  there  will  be  other  provisions  which  are  identical  to  the 
language  in  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1970  and  1973  which  I  would 
be  glad  to  read  at  this  point,  if  you  like. 

Mr.  Mathis.  It  is  identical  language  to  the  1973  Act  ? 

Mr.  Findley.  Yes.  Except  for  the  first  line  which  restricts  it  to 
the  rice  program. 

Mr.  Bowen.  In  principle  I  am  opposed  to  payments  limitations 
because  I  think  they  have  tended  to  weaken  the  rice  program.  It  has 
tended  to  negate  the  effectiveness  of  the  target  price,  and  it  has 
made  the  entire  attention  focused  on  the  loan  provision;  but  I  am 
realistic  enough  to  realize  that  there  are  votes  on  the  Floor  of  the 
House  adequate  to  place  some  limitation  on  this  legislation. 

I  wish  we  had  the  power  and  the  persuasive  skill  to  persuade  the 
majority  of  the  House  that  if  we  are  going  to  try  to  administer  a 
target  price  concept  program  as  opposed  to  some  of  the  old  ones 
that  we  have  had  in  this  country,  then  we  are  not  going  to  need  a 
payments  limitation  and  that  tends  to  negate  the  effectiveness  of  the 
legislation. 

But,  in  the  absence  of  a  bill  to  do  that,  I  realize  that  some  limita- 
tion is  likely  to  be  placed  on  the  Floor,  and  I  frankly  feel  that  the 
committee  would  be  better  advised  to  support  a  $55,000  limitation 
than  a  $20,000  limitation. 

With  the  support  of  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  and  his  colleagues 
from  other  States,  such  as  Massachusetts  and  other  States  which  have 
taken  an  active  interest  in  payments  limitations  over  the  years,  I 
think  there  is  a  real  likelihood  that  Ave  will  be  able  to  hold  that 
$55,000  limitation  on  the  House  Floor.  I  would  rather  not  cut  down 
to  the  $20,000  limitation. 

Mr.  Fixdley.  I  want  to  assure  the  gentleman  that  even  though  I 
believe  a  sound  case  can  be  made  for  the  payment  limitation  con- 
cept and  even  though  I  think  a  sound  case  can  be  made  for  a  lower 
level  payment  limitation,  if  the  subcommittee  does  see  fit  to  accept 
this  amendment,  then  I  will  defend  this  limitation  against  any  efforts 
to  establish  a  lower  payment  in  the  course  of  the  consideration  of 
the  bill. 

Mr.  Bowen.  I  am  very  grateful  for  the  gentleman's  consideration. 
Mr.  Mathis.  Is  there  further  consideration  of  the  amendment? 
If  not,  the  question  occurs. 

Those  in  favor,  say  "aye."  Those  opposed  say  "no." 
The  ayes  have  it. 

Mr.  Bowen,  I  think  for  the  purposes  of  discussion  it  might  be  well 
if  you  would  simply  take  the  bill  title-by-title  with  the  assistance  of 
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staff  and  explain  to  the  subcommittee  exactly  what  each  section  does ; 
and  if  possible  the  difference  between  that  and  previous  legislation. 

Mr.  Bowex.  We  might  want  to  ask  one  of  the  staff  people  to  simply 
read  it  and  stop  periodically  to  answer  any  questions. 

Is  there  anyone  who  would  like  to  do  that  ? 

Mr.  Mathis.  I  think  it  is  the  intention  of  all  of  us  not  to  go  through 
a  line-by-line  reading  but  a  section-by-section  analysis  with  a  possible 
explanation  from  the  staff  as  to  how  that  section  differs  from  the  cur- 
rent law  and  exactly  what  it  does. 

Mr.  Bowex.  I  will  start  out,  then,  and  we  can  supplement  what  I  do. 

Section  101  simply  makes  it  a  2-year  act  from  1976  to  1977. 

It  also  spells  out  the  1.8  million  acres.  That,  of  course,  is  the  amount 
of  allotted  acreage  which  would  be  subject  to  the  loan  provisions  and 
to  target  price  payments.  As  I  say,  that  is  a  compromise  figure  which 
does  not  make  anybody  completely  happy. 

Mr.  Rose.  "What  is  the  allotment  under  the  current  rice  program? 

Mr.  Bowex.  What  is  the  present  figure,  staff? 

Uxidextified  Staff  Persox.  It  is  exactly  1,652,596  acres.  Generally 
speaking,  the  growers  preferred  a  higher  figure  getting  up  to  2  mil- 
lion: inasmuch  as  they  would  be  the  beneficiaries,  the  newer  growers 
preferred  the  lower  figure.  That  is  a  compromise  in  the  middle. 

I  don't  think  it  is  a  very  controversial  point. 

Mr.  Rose.  My  question  is  how  has  the  rice  acreage  allotment  fluctu- 
ated over  the  past  several  years ;  or  has  it  been  the  same  ? 

Mr.  Bowex.  Let  me  ask  the  staff  how  the  USDA  has  handled  this. 
What  kind  of  fluctuations  have  there  been  in  the  last  several  years? 

Mr.  Hexry.  It  is  based  on  a  rather  complicated  formula. 

Mr.  Rose.  I  am  not  interested  in  the  formula  as  much  as  I  am 
interested  in  what  the  actual  acreage  allotment  was  for  the  last  several 
years. 

Mr.  Hexry.  It  has  gone  between  1.7  and  2  million  acres.  But,  it  is 
based  on  1956  allotments  which  was  1,695,000  acres. 

To  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  it  has  run  between  1.7  and  2  million 
acres.  It  has  not  gone  over  2  million.  I  don't  think.  I  am  sorrv.  it  was 
2.1  million  in  1973. 

Mr.  Bowex.  The  old  growers  we  have  worked  with  to  try  to  work 
up  this  compromise  have  agreed  that  that  would  be  a  fair  figure,  that 
is,  both  the  new  and  the  old  growers  are  in  agreement  that  that  is  the 
fairest  figure  that  we  can  come  up  with. 

Am  I  not  correct  in  saying  on  page  3  that  that  is  the  original  lan- 
guage of  the  present  legislation  ? 

Mr.  Holland.  There  is  one  change. 

Mr.  Bowex.  What  is  that  ? 

Air.  Holland.  Three  percent  is  reserved  for  new  growers  who  come 
under  the  new  allotment.  This  bill  reduces  it  from  3  percent  to  1 
percent. 

Mr.  Bowex.  Will  you  give  us  a  comment  on  that  ? 

Mr.  Holland.  This  was  part  of  the  arrangement  when  they  were 
coming  together  to  protect  the  existing  allotment  holders. 

As  an  example.  California.  Arkansas,  and  Texas,  and  Louisiana 
have  the  problem  of  going  to  extra  production  where  we  would  get  an 
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excess  in  the  supplies  of  rice  and  also  this  would  hurt  the  people  who 
held  the  historical  allotments.  So,  one  of  the  arrangements  that  we 
came  up  with  was  that  even  though  we  were  going  to  go  with  excess 
production,  the  people  who  held  the  allotments  could  still  produce 
over  them  without  penalty  and  they  would  hold  the  reserve  of  the  per- 
centage of  the  allotment  for  new  growers  to  one  percent. 

I  have  some  figures  somewhere  which  show  the  exact  numbers  of 
new  allotment  holders  who  would  come  in,  but  I  don't  have  them  in 
front  oi  me. 

Mr.  Bowen.  In  effect,  that  represents  a  compromise.  It  is  an  attempt 
to  gain  support  of  rice  growers  in  Louisiana,  Texas,  and  California 
and  those  areas  where  there  is  the  strongest  support  of  the  traditional 
growers. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Is  the  1 -percent  figure  the  only  change  in  this  from  the 
traditional  language  in  that  section  ? 

Mr.  Bowen.  Apparently,  yes;  except  there  are  grammatical  inser- 
tions and  deletions. 

Mr.  Holland.  One  of  the  percentage  factors  in  the  3  to  1  percent 
would  be  used  up  primarily,  as  you  notice  at  the  bottom  of  that  page, 
to  make  adjustments  in  farm  allotments  to  correct  hardships.  This  is 
where  a  lot  of  this  percentage  factor  would  go. 

Mr.  Mathis.  This  is  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  States  ? 

Mr.  Johnson.  You  are  only  talking  about  10,000  acres,  anyway. 

Mr.  Holland.  18,000  acres. 

Mr.  Bor.  Is  the  language  on  page  3  the  same  language,  except  the 
difference  you  mentioned,  contained  in  current  legislation?  Or  is  it 
rather  the  same  language  that  was  contained  in  the  target  price  bill 
that  was  considered  last  year  ? 

Mr.  Holland.  It  was  in  the  target  price  legislation  from  last  year. 

Mr.  Bor.  If  I  recall  correctly  in  the  current  legislation,  when  you 
have  a  national  acreage  allotment  and  you  are  apportioning  it  in  farm 
States  it  first  is  apportioned  to  the  States  and  the  State  allotments  are 
in  turn  apportioned  to  the  counties  and  to  the  farms,  then  you  have 
the  difference  between  the  3  and  1  percent. 

I  think  that  this  language  is  akin  to  language  that  was  in  the  target 
price  bill  of  last  year  where  the  national  allotment  is  apportioned  di- 
rectly to  the  farms. 

Mr.  Mathis.  How  then  does  this  compare  with  the  current  law  of 
other  programs,  like  the  feed  grain  programs  ?  Do  you  know  whether 
it  is  a  1-percent  or  3-percent  figure?  What  does  the  current  rice  law 
provide 

Mr.  Bor.  The  current  rice  law  provides  that  you  can  withhold  up  to 
1  percent  of  the  national  acreage  allotment  when  you  make  the  appor- 
tionment to  States,  and  you  can  withhold  up  to  3  percent  of  the  State 
allotments  when  you  make  the  apportionment  of  the  State  allotments 
to  the  counties  and  the  farms. 

Mr.  Johnson.  That  is  the  current  rice  program. 

Mr.  Mathis.  In  essence  wTe  are  making  no  change  in  that  provision 
of  the  law. 

Mr.  Bor.  The  one  change  that  you  are  making  is  that  the  allotment 
is  going  to  be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary  directly  to  farms  rather 
than  having  it  go  first  to  States  and  then  from  the  States  to  the  farms. 

The  reason  that  there  is  a  slight  difference  is  that  in  some  of  the 
States  in  the  past  the  determination  of  the  allocation  was  made  by  the 
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State  committees  rather  than  in  Washington.  Last  year,  as  an  admin- 
istrative matter,  I  think  it  was  done  through  the  Washington  office. 

Mr.  Mathis.  I  apologize  for  holding  the  subcommittee  up,  but  I  am 
still  not  clear  on  this.  What  we  are  saying  about  this  subsection  is  that 
we  are  bypassing  the  State  allocation  process. 

Mr.  Bor.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Mathis.  These  allotments  shall  be  handed  out  directly  from  the 
Secretary's  office  here, 
Mr.  Bor.  By  the  Secretary  to  the  farm. 

Mr.  Bowex.  Then,  the  reservation  of  the  1  percent  is  under  the 
control  of  the  Secretary. 

Let  me  ask  the  staff  if,  in  the  preparation  of  this  draft  language, 
they  considered  an  alternative  to  this,  that  is,  to  have  a  State-level 
reallocation  rather  than  a  Secretary-level. 

What  was  the  objection  ? 

Mr.  Johxsox.  Is  there  a  representative  of  the  Department  here  ?  As 
a  practical  matter  wouldn't  they  go  through  the  State  offices  in  making 
these  determinations  ?  The  Secretary  is  not  going  to  sit  down  to  figure 
it  out  ? 

Mr.  Wells.  From  a  practical  standpoint  I  would  suppose  that  they 
would  prefer  to  have  it  referred  back  to  the  States  and  then  the  States 
can  refer  it  to  the  counties. 

It  seems  to  me  that  that  was  what  it  was  under  the  peanut  allotment, 
for  example. 

Mr.  Mathis.  I  don't  have  an  amendment  now  but  I  would  like  to 
move  this  to  the  States  as  much  as  possible. 

Mr.  Bowex.  I  would  agree.  We  might  want  to  suggest,  inasmuch  as 
we  are  not  going  to  report  the  bill  out  today,  we  might  want  to  ask  the 
staff  if  they  could  develop  appropriate  language  to  address  itself  to 
that  issue  and  we  could  review  it  later. 

Mr.  Joxes  of  Tennessee.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  absence  of  somebody 
from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  is  one  of  our  problems.  When  we 
are  discussing  this,  we  ought  to  have  someone  here  who  has  something 
to  do  with  the  handling  of  this  type  of  allotments. 

I  understood  counsel  to  say  that  the  Secretary's  office  was  making 
these  allocations  now  on  some  of  the  other  crops,  is  that  right,  Mr. 
Bor? 

Mr.  Bor.  This  year  the  issue  came  up  as  to  the  amount  of  acreage  that 
would  be  withheld  from  new  farms.  The  determination  was  made  by 
the  Washington  office  as  to  what  portion  of  the  State  allotment  would 
be  reserved  for  new  farms  in  each  of  the  States.  I  think  in  prior  years 
that  determination  was  left  to  the  State  committee  to  make.  They  deter- 
mined what  portion  of  the  3  percent  should  be  allocated  to  new  farms. 

That  may  not  be  so  important  anymore  because  this  bill  wipes  out 
that  additional  3  percent  which  could  be  reserved  for  new  farms  and 
only  preserves  the  1  percent  which  would  be  taken  out  of  the  national 
allotment  for  new  farms  which  has  been  the  case  in  the  past. 

Mr.  Mathis.  That  is  the  question  I  have :  why  are  we  doing  this  ?  I 
have  not  received  an  answer  to  that  question  yet.  That  is,  why  we  should 
be  taking  the  3-percent  figure  away  from  the  States  ? 

Mr.  Bowex.  The  issue  is  not  on  the  percentage  amount  as  much  as 
on  the  method  of  allocation. 
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Mr.  Mathis.  As  I  understand  it,  what  we  are  doing  in  this  bill,  H.R. 
8137,  is  removing  the  flexibility  of  the  State  to  allocate  this  3  percent 
within  the  State  to  new  farms. 

Isn't  that  correct  ? 

Mr.  Bor.  It  is  a  little  more  complicated  than  that,  sir. 

Under  current  legislation  you  could  reserve  1  percent  of  the  national 
allotment  and  the  determination  in  the  past  has  always  been  made  by 
the  Washington  office. 

In  addition  to  that,  the  current  legislation  provides  that  up  to  3  per- 
cent of  the  State  allotment  could  be  reserved  for  new  farms.  That  deter- 
mination in  years  prior  to  the  current  year  was  left  to  the  State  com- 
mittees to  make.  This  year,  for  the  first  time  in  many  years  the  national 
office  decided  that  they  would  utilize  the  full  amount  of  the  3  percent 
for  apportionment  to  new  farms. 

So,  there  is  discretion  in  the  current  legislation  as  to  who  makes  the 
determination  but,  as  a  practical  matter  in  the  prior  years  when  you 
get  to  the  3-percent  reserve,  that  determination  was  made  by  the  State 
committees. 

Mr.  Mathis.  But  in  the  bill  that  we  have  

Mr.  Bor.  In  the  bill  that  we  have  now  there  is  no  longer  the  3-percent 
allocation  to  new  farms.  The  only  amount  reserved  for  new  farms  is  the 
1  percent  of  the  national  allotment.  That  under  the  current  legislation 
is  reserved  to  the  Washington  office. 

Mr.  Mathis.  My  question  is  still  whether  there  is  a  practical  reason 
why  we  have  taken  the  3-percent  figure  away  from  the  States? 

Mr.  Bor.  I  cannot  answer  that. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Let  us  go  back  to  the  acreage  allotment. 

If  you  have  not  established  an  acreage  allotment,  does  that  pretty 
well  establish  a  law  for  the  established  allotments?  Are  they  all 
taken  care  of,  that  is,  that  percent  that  they  recently  have  been  given, 
isn't  that  the  answer  ? 

There  wasn't  any  reason  to  give  an  additional  3  percent  discre- 
tion to  the  States  because  we  are  setting  the  amount  of  allotment 
holders  acreage  in  the  previous  section,  252.  Anything  else  that  is 
given  is  in  addition  to  the  1  percent  which  would  be  given  to  the 
Washington  office. 

Mr.  Bor.  You  really  have  a  policy  choice  to  make.  That  is,  whether 
you  want  to  leave  in  fact  as  much  as  3  percent  of  the  allotment  to  be 
apportioned  to  new  farms  or  whether  you  want  to  reduce  it  as  you 
have  in  this  bill  from  3  percent  to  1  percent.  The  way  the  bill  has  been 
drafted,  that  would  be  the  total  amount  of  the  national  allotment 
which  could  be  reserved  for  apportionment  to  new  farms. 

Mr.  Johnson.  That  would  depend  on  the  amount  of  allotment.  If 
it  were  2  million  acres  instead  of  1.8  then  you  could  have  that  dis- 
cretion of  3  percent  within  the  States. 

Mr.  Bor.  The  way  the  bill  is  drafted  now,  you  don't  have  3  percent. 

Mr.  Johnson.  That  is  what  I  am  saying.  It  rebates.  These  two  sec- 
tions interrelate  with  the  1.8  million  set  allotment  of  existing  pro- 
ducers and  the  1  percent  which  is  going  to  new  producers.  That  is 
the  reason  why  we  settled  down  to  the  1.8 ;  so,  it  does  not  seem  to  me 
that  there  is  any  necessity  to  allow  3  percent  discretion  because  we 
have  set  that  allotment. 

Air.  Bor.  There  is  another  reason  and  that  is  that  in  the  past  you 
could  not  grow  rice  without  an  allotment.  It  was  important  to  many 
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people  to  be  able  to  have  as  large  a  reserve  for  apportionment  to  new 
farms,  whereas  under  this  bill  people  who  don't  have  allotments  would 
be  able  to  grow  as  much  rice  as  they  pleased.  Perhaps  there  is  not  the 
same  need  to  have  a  large  percentage. 

Mr.  Mathis.  I  think  we  should  put  out  for  the  record  that  the  new 
rice  that  will  be  grown  under  this  law.  if  the  subcommittee  passes  the 
bill  and  it  becomes  law,  will  not  be  supported  by  the  target  price. 
Therefore,  the  allotments  will  still  have  a  certain  amount  of  value 
and  you  still  have  a  certain  number  of  growers  who  want  to  grow 
rice  under  the  allotment  system. 

My  concern  is  that  you  are  taking  away  from  the  States  additional 
flexibility  of  being  able  to  apportion  3  percent  of  this  as  they  have  in 
the  past  to  new  growers. 

I  would  simply  like  to  ask  the  staff  to  draw  up  the  appropriate 
amendment  so  that,  at  the  proper  time,  we  might  consider  it. 

Mr.  Bowex.  The  percentage  factor,  as  I  say,  is  one  of  those  areas 
of  negotiations  between  the  two  sides  of  the  rice-growing  world. 

I  understand  that  the  older  growers  would  like  to  hold  that  per- 
centage to  a  lower  figure  and  I  understand  that  those  who  would  like 
to  grow  rice  who  did  not  grow  it  before  would  like  to  see  it  at  a  higher 
figure.  That  is  something  the  committee  can  work  on,  but  those  are 
the  two  sides  which  are  involved. 

In  terms  of  the  decision  of  who  makes  the  allocations,  that  is  some- 
thing that  might  not  be  very  debatable.  We  might  easily  be  able  to 
look  at  that  in  the  States.  But  the  issue  of  how  much  is  involved  is 
an  issue  which  is  a  part  of  the  whole  compromise  package. 

Inasmuch  as  everybody  can  grow  rice  at  once  who  wants  to,  it  re- 
duces the  importance  of  this  issue  dramatically  although  I  should 
point  out  that  it  does  have  some  value.  It  would  determine  who  would 
get  some  payments. 

Mr.  Johxsox.  Doesn't  that  get  back  to  the  critical  issue  that  di- 
vided the  rice  growing  industry  on  the  whole  thing?  That  is,  do  the 
new  rice  growers  qualify  for  allotments?  This,  in  effect,  stops  them  at 
the  1.8  level.  There  is  no  reason  to  expand  the  allotment  to  these  new 
growers.  I  don't  see  the  problem.  It  sounds  all  right  if  you  let  the 
States  allocate  their  1  percent. 

Mr.  Hollaxd.  We  might  explain  how  we  came  up  with  the  1  per- 
cent figure. 

Mr.  Carlsox.  There  are  two  provisions  in  the  present  act.  One  is  for 
a  1-percent  reserve  for  hardship  cases,  then  there  is  a  3-percent  reserve 
for  new  growers  which  has  not  been  exercised  in  prior  years. 

In  an  effort  to  come  to  an  agreement  on  some  provision  for  new 
growers  while,  at  the  same  time,  allowing  a  provision  for  hardship 
cases,  the  reserve  in  the  proposed  bill  is  not  to  exceed  1  percent  and 
it  may  be  used  by  the  Secretary. 

My  understanding  from  the  input  from  the  USDA  is  that  a  certain 
portion  from  the  national  acreage  allotment  is  needed  for  hardship 
cases.  How  much  ?  I  don't  know.  There  are  some  settlements  that  have 
to  be  honored,  and  so  forth.  So,  there  has  to  be  some  amount  of  the 
national  acreage  set  aside. 

The  3  percent  caused  some  problems  last  year,  so.  it  was  decided  to 
put  in  the  1  percent  to  satisfy  both  provisions  of  the  present  act — 1 
p.ercent  for  the  hardship  cases,  3  percent  for  the  new  growers.  The 
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amount  remaining  from  the  18,000  acres,  which  would  be  the  maxi- 
mum under  the  proposed  bill  and  how  much  would  be  left  after  you 
got  through  satisfying  hardship  cases  could  be  apportioned  by  the 
Secretary  to  new  growers. 

Mr.  Mathis.  That  explains  it  to  my  satisfaction.  I  have  no  objec- 
tions then  on  that  basis. 

Mr.  Bowen.  Our  effort  has  been  all  along  to  have  both  sides  of  the 
rice  industry  represented ;  that  is  what  we  have  been  attempting  to  do, 
that  is,  to  reconcile  the  two  factions. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Let  us  move  along. 

Mr.  Bowtex.  On  page  4  

Mr.  Mathis.  I  assume  this  was  the  language  taken  from  the  target 
price  language  of  last  year? 
Mr.  Henry.  Yes. 

Mr.  Bowen.  Could  you  explain  this  to  us,  Mr.  Henry  ? 

Mr.  Henry.  This  is  just  a  detailed  analysis  of  the  whole  business  of 
allotments  and  how  they  would  be  apportioned. 

Mr.  Johnson.  It  relates  as  to  how  you  move  your  allotment.  If  you 
plant  less  than  90  percent  of  your  allotment  for  no  good  reason,  then 
you  lose  up  to  20  percent,  isn't  that  so  ? 

Mr.  Henry.  Yes.  This  is  all  standard  language. 

Mr.  Johnson.  That  is  what  we  have  in  the  present  1973  Farm  Act. 

Mr.  Henry.  Yes.  It  is  all  standard  language  until  we  get  to  section 
102  on  page  12. 

Mr.  Bowen.  There  is  nothing  new  on  page  4  and  on  page  5  that 
needs  to  be  commented  on  ? 
Mr.  Henry.  No. 

Mr.  Johnson.  If  you  don't  plant  for  2  years,  you  lose  your  allot- 
ment, is  that  right? 
Mr.  Henry.  Yes. 

Mr.  Bowen.  How  about  moving  to  page  6  ? 

Can  you  tell  us  anything  that  is  located  there  which  involves  a 
change  from  the  present  legislation  and  tell  us  what  that  might  be? 

Mr.  Henry.  To  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  there  is  nothing  new  on 
page  6.  Page  6  through  page  11  is  all  standard  language.  Until  we 
get  to  section  102  on  page  12,  that  is  the  payments  and  loans  

Mr.  Johnson.  If  you  don't  mind,  I  would  like  to  read  through 
them.  We  are  retaining  that  provision  which  allows  the  sale  of 
allotments? 

Mr.  Bowen.  The  value  of  that  would  be  drastically  reduced  because 
of  the  fact  that  the  production  is  being  opened  up.  It  has  a  relatively 
low  value  now  in  cotton. 

Mr.  Johnson.  On  page  8,  is  it  consistent  on  the  fifth  line  where  it 
talks  about  "if  the  producer  sells  his  allotment,  his  rice  history  acreage 
may  be  transferred  to  another  producer  who  has  had  previous  rice 
producing  experience,"  is  it  consistent  to  limit  that  in  those  States 
that  presently  have  the  allotments  ? 

Mr.  Bowen.  That  question  was  raised  earlier.  I  can  see  no  partic- 
ular reason,  specially  given  the  restrictive  value  placed  on  these  allot- 
ments at  this  time. 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  staff  if  they  know  any  reasons  why  we  should 
not  delete  that  section  from  it,  inasmuch  as  it  would  prejudice  the 
transfer  to  someone  who  had  not  had  previous  rice  producing 
experience  ? 
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Mr.  Holland.  That  was  picked  up  right  out  of  the  present  law. 

Air.  Bowex.  Mavbe  it  does  not  need  to  be  there  ?      >  < 

Air.  Johxsox.  That  is  my  point.  It  seems  to  be  inconsistent  with 
the  idea  of  expanding  production.  a  . 

Air.  Bowex.  I  would  certainly  be  willing  to  see  us  delete  that. 

Mr.  Hollaxd.  As  long  as  we  have  the  same  administrative  areas,  I 
think  it  would  be  consistent. 

Air.  Johxsox.  I  move  that  we  strike  out  that  language:  who  have 
had  previous  rice  m-oducine  experience"  on  page  8. 

Air.  Joxes  of  Tennessee'.' That  is  on  lines  5  and  6.  Do  you  agree  with 

that,  Mr.  Bowen  ? 

Mr.  Bowex.  I  agree  with  that.  On  page  8  lines  5  and  6  may  be 
transferred  to  another  producer,  or  producers,  provided  the  following 
conditions  are  met."  That  is  how  it  would  read  now. 

Air.  Hexry.  AVe  have  no  problem  with  the  amendment. 

I  just  want  to  comment  on  one  point.  It  is  my  understanding  that 
the  reason  why  it  has  been  written  into  the  law  earlier  is  so  that  no 
one  would  buy  rice  allotments  for  speculative  purposes.  That  was  the 
reason  for  the  provision  in  the  current  law.  I  just  wanted  to  clarify 
that  point. 

Air.  Bowex.  There  is  not  likely  to  be  much  speculation  on  this,  given 
the  nature  of  this  legislation.  I  don't  think  there  would  be  any  problem. 

Air.  Joxes  of  Tennessee.  AVe  would  delete  lines  5  and  6  on  page  8. 
Let  us  have  the  clerk  read  it. 

The  Clerk.  On  page  8,  delete  lines  5  and  6  beginning  with  "rice  his- 
tory acreage  may  be  transferred  to  another  producer,  or  producers, 
who  have  had  previous  rice  producing  experience  providing  the  fol- 
lowing conditions  are  met." 

Air.  Bowex.  Xo.  The  words  to  be  deleted  would  be  "who  have  had 
previous  rice-producing  experience." 

Air.  Joxes  of  Tennessee.  AVithout  objection,  it  will  be  done. 

Air.  Bowex.  It  was  perhaps  more  appropriate  at  the  stage  where  rice 
allotments  were  very  carefully  guarded  commodities  and  perhaps  it 
does  not  merit  this  much  space  in  the  legislation  now  but,  inasmuch  as 
this  is  the  language  from  the  statute  and  inasmuch  as  there  would  be 
limited  value  to  the  allotments  we  thought  it  would  be  better  to  put 
it  in. 

Air.  Hexry.  We  had  discussed  this  matter  at  length  with  some  of 
the  rice  officials  in  the  Department  and  we  felt  that  the  language  should 
be  included  in  the  bill  so  that  everything  would  be  actually  spelled 
out  so  as  not  to  give  the  Department  too  much  discretion. 

Air.  Johxsox.  Referring  to  page  10,  section  (E)  talks  about  any 
part  of  the  farm  rice  acreage  allotment  on  which  rice  may  not  be 
planted  and  which  is  voluntarily  surrendered  shall  be  deducted  from 
the  allotment  to  such  farm  and  may  be  reapportioned  by  the  county 
committee  to  other  farms  in  the  same  countv  receiving  allotments  in 
amounts  determined  by  the  county  committee,  to  be  fair  and  reason- 
able on  the  basis  of  the  following  factors. 

Subparagraphs  (i)  and  (ii)  relates  once  again  to  the  previouslv 
existing  allotment  holders  and  why  it  is  going  again  to  the  old 
producers. 

That  seems  inconsistent  with  this  bill. 

Air.  Bowex.  I  don't  suppose  it  does  anv  harm  to  be  in  here. 


SO-726 — 76- 


30 


Mr.  Johnson.  It  seems  to  me  that,  while  protecting  the  old  growers 
and  giving  them  the  loan  protection  and  the  protection  of  the  target 
price,  that  we  are  trying  to  care  for  their  interest  but  I  don't  see  the 
justification  of  giving  the  abandoned  allotments  to  those  individuals. 
We  are  not  extending  loan  coverage  to  the  new  growers.  We  are  not 
giving  them  target  price.  Why  should  we,  in  fact,  give  the  additional 
protection  of  the  allotment  to  the  existing  holders  ? 

Mr.  Bowen.  Is  that  what  it  says  ? 

For  example,  is  there  anything  there  that  says  that  only  allotment 
holders  could  get  that  ? 

Mr.  Johnson.  It  says  the  past  production  of  rice  by  producers. 

Mr.  Bowen.  There  are  a  lot  of  people  who  are  not  allotment  hold- 
ers. That  would  be  one  of  the  factors  in  the  formula.  I  don't  think  it 
would  be  a  major  issue  whether  we  had  that  item  (ii)  in  there,  but 
that  is  just  one  of  about  six  different  items  in  the  formula  to  be  used 
in  reallocating  something  which  we  have  already  decided  is  of  very 
limited  value. 

Mr.  Johnson.  It  is  of  limited  value  in  the  years  when  you  don't  have 
target  price  payments  but  it  is  of  significant  value  when  the  market 
price  falls  below  the  target  price. 

Mr.  Bowen.  What  would  you  prefer  ?  Leave  production  in  there  so 
that  someone  who  has  grown  rice,  and  who  has  shown  an  interest  in 
the  production  of  rice  by  growing  it,  that  would  be  some  considera- 
tion. Along  with  that  it  would  be  weighted  with  the  other  items  also. 

I  don't  have  any  objection.  Does  the  staff  know  of  any  objection  to 
that?  Would  anybody  be  concerned  about  leaving  item  (ii)  under  sec- 
tion (E)  ? 

Mr.  Bor.  If  you  decide  to  delete  item  (ii)  then  probably  you  would 
want  to  delete  certain  language  that  comes  before  the  listed  items; 
namely — "receiving  allotments."  The  way  it  is  now  worded,  it  would 
be  limited  to  transfer  in  other  farmers  in  the  same  county  receiving 
allotments. 

Mr.  Bowen.  That  question  is  one  of  language.  It  is  possible  to  inter- 
pret that  language  to  mean  something  else,  almost  as  though  you  have 
planted  a  comma  after  "county"  implying  that  the  reallocated  allot- 
ments— that  the  phrase  "receiving  allotments"  there  refers  to  the  re- 
allocated allotments  rather  than  the  other  way  around. 

You  could  interpret  it  that  way  but  why  don't  we  clear  that  up? 
Could  we  ask  the  staff  to  rewrite  that  in  such  a  manner  that  we  delete 
the  eligibility — to  make  certain  that  the  eligibility  is  not  just  for  those 
who  are  already  allotment  holders  and  make  certain  that  that  is 
included  ? 

Mr.  Henry.  There  are  certain  items  in  these  four  pages  which  need 
to  be  cleaned  up.  We  can  take  care  of  that  with  the  Department. 

Mr.  Jones  of  Tennessee.  If  the  members  of  the  committee  agree,  let 
the  staff  clean  this  up  and  come  back. 

Mr.  Browtn.  Is  there  anything  in  the  payments  and  loans  section  ?  Is 
there  any  language  there  with  the  exception  of  the  figures — the  $8  per 
hundredweight  for  the  target  price  and  the  $6  for  the  loan,  is  that 
the  same  as  for  the  present  statute  law  ? 

Mr.  Henry.  There  is  one  change.  The  change  under  the  target  price 
of  $8.  There  is  an  escalator  from  the  time  of  the  enactment  of  the  bill. 
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In  other  words,  I  think  that,  at  least,  under  the  present  agricultural 
legislation,  this  is  not  in  keeping  with  the  present  agricultural  legisla- 
tion. There  is  an  escalator  which  takes  effect  from  the  time  the  enact- 
ment of  the  bill  goes  through.  So,  it  could  be  an  escalator  the  first  year 
in  the  target  price. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Starting  in  1976  ? 

Mr.  Henry.  Yes. 

Mr.  Bowen.  As  opposed  to  having  a  moratorium. 

Mr.  Henry.  The  Department  is  not  too  pleased  about  this  provision, 
so  it  may  pose  a  problem  when  we  take  it  up  with  the  Department. 

Mr.  Bowen.  Given  the  criticism  which  has  been  directed  at  the  pre- 
sent legislation  with  the  absence  of  that  escalator,  I  think  we  certainly 
need  one  here. 

Mr.  Jones  of  Tennessee.  I  think  it  is  a  good  argument  for  an 
escalator. 

Mr.  Holland.  We  might  want  to  add  that,  on  page  6,  we  did  deal 
with  the  new  lease  and  transfer  provisions  and  on  the  top  of  page  7, 
we  allow  lease  and  transfer  allotments  to  any  owner  or  operator  of  a 
farm  in  the  same  administrative  area. 

Mr.  Johnson.  That  would  be  part  of  the  amendment  process  that 
the  staff  is  going  to  work  on.  I  have  never  liked  that  provision  at  the 
bottom  of  page  12. 

Mr.  Bowen.  I  would  hope,  as  far  as  possible,  that  we  could  parallel 
the  present  legislation.  If  we  find  whether  there  needs  to  be  a  correc- 
tion, we  can  consider  it. 

Mr.  Johnson.  It  is  one  of  those  things  that  could  pass  by  and  the 
next  time  we  go  around,  if  we  are  not  careful,  we  will  have  trouble.  I 
would  just  strike  that  proviso  out. 

Mr.  Bowen.  This  is  one  I  gather  the  Department  would  be  bitterly 
opposed  to  because  this  would  leave  an  escalator  but  without  any  cor- 
rection factor  in  the  escalator. 

Mr.  Johnson.  For  increased  yield. 

Mr.  Bowen.  Before  acting  on  that,  maybe  we  ought  to  give  it  a  little 
more  thought. 

Mr.  Johnson.  If  we  ask  them,  we  know  what  their  answer  is  going 
to  be. 

Mr.  Bowen.  There  mav  be  some  other  considerations. 

Can  staff  give  me  any  further  observation  on  that  as  to  where  we 
might  stand  and  what  would  happen  if  we  did  that  ?  Are  there  specific 
dollar  and  cents  implications? 

Mr.  Carlson.  There  is  one  other  consideration.  In  the  event  of  a 
very  low  yield  or  a  very  high  yield,  the  grower  would  have  the  privi- 
lege of  being  able  to  equalize  out  an  average  rather  than  getting  stuck 
with  a  low  yield  basis  one  year  and  a  high  yield  basis  another.  This 
gives  him  a  change  to  average  out  and  receive  more  of  a  fair  amount 
under  the  provision. 

Mr.  J ohnson.  That  only  relates  to  the  increase. 

Mr.  Carlson.  You  may  be  right.  It  says  "to  reflect  any  change." 

Mr.  Johnson.  It  says  "provided  that  any  increase  that  would  other- 
wise be  made."  This  would  temper  the  effect  of  the  escalation  clause. 
I  always  thought  that  the  escalation  clause  should  have  been  put  in 
in  1973  and  I  argued  for  it,  but  we  lost  it. 
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Mr.  Bowex.  Would  it  be  fair  to  put  an  asterisk  there  and  see  if  we 
can  investigate  that  more  thoroughly?  Then,  when  we  consider  it 
a<  aihJ,  we  can  look  at  it  with  the  whole  committee? 

Mr.  Johnson.  I  am  doing  this  with  the  idea  that  we  can  remove 

that  from  the  main  bill.  . 

Mr.  Bowen.  If  the  staff  would  do  a  little  checking  m  this  for  us  to 
see  if  we  are  getting  into  a  quagmire  in  this  and  what  the  complica- 
tions might  be.  Ts  this  loan  language  the  same  as  it  is  in  the  present 
law  ?  It  looks  as  if  it  were  the  same. 

Mr.  Henry.  You  will  note  on  page  13  that  the  loan  rate  escalates 
also  as  the  target  price  escalates  and  you  will  note  on  the  provisions 
of  compromise  rice  bill  Xo.  4.  loans  for  the  1077  crop  will  be  at  the 
same  ratio  as  the  loan  rates  to  the  target  price  of  1976  crops.  There  is 
about  a  three-fourth  ratio. 

Mr.  Bowex.  I  might  mention  for  the  benefit  of  the  committee  that, 
even  though  only  the  alloted  acreage  would  have  a  loan,  it  would  cer- 
tainly be  our  hope,  and  at  worst,  our  presumption  that  the  price  in  the 
marketplace  would  be  stabilized  by  that  low  level  so  that  the  new 
growers  would  also  benefit  from  the  presence  of  that  low  level  although 
they  themselves  would  not  participate  in  the  loan.  Hopefully,  the  mar- 
ket price  would  stabilize  around  that  point.  That  is  not  intended  to 
be  exclusively  for  the  old  growers  with  the  allotments. 

Let  me  ask  the  staff  about  this  disaster  payment  section.  Is  there 
any  major  change  from  the  present  law  ? 

This  is  on  pages  14  and  15. 

Mr.  Bor.  When  you  are  talking  about  comparison  with  the  present 
law.  I  think  you  probably  realize  that  in  the  present  law  the  loan  level 
is  not  less  than  65  percent  of  parity. 

Mr.  Bowex.  I  meant  the  1973  farm  act.  Our  attempt  is  to  tie  it  into 
that  type  of  legislation.  Is  this  then  precisely  the  same? 

Mr.  Henry.  To  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  it  is  the  same.  I  don't 
recall  any  changes. 

Mr.  Johnson.  When  you  get  in  on  page  14  to  these  disaster  pay- 
ments, it  says,  "The  payments  shall  be  the  larger  of  fa)  the  foregoing 
rate,  or  (B)  one-third  of  the  established  price."  What  is  the  fore- 
goi?-»£r  rate  ? 

Mr.  Brown.  That  may  refer  to  the  target  price. 
Mr.  Bor.  I  think  it  is  the  deficiency  payment. 

Mr.  Bowen.  That  is  what  I  mean :  the  payments  under  the  target 

price. 

Mr.  Bor.  It  is  the  deficiency  payment  which  appears  on  page  13A. 

Mr.  Johnson.  It  is  not  clear  to  me  yet.  If  you  have  a  disaster  and 
you  cannot  plant  for  the  reasons  listed  here,  then  you  get  a  payment 
that  is  one-third  of  the  established  price  that  would  be  the  8  cents  on 
the  regular  yield,  that  is  on  the  established  yield  for  that  particular 
farm. 

Mr.  Bor.  Or  the  deficiency  payments,  if  there  happens  to  be  de- 
ficiency payments. 

Mr.  Johnson.  You  mean  deficiency  payments  between  the  loan  level 
and  the  target  price  ? 

Mr.  Bor.  Yes. 

Mr.  Johxsox.  Thank  you. 
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What  does  this  mean  at  the  bottom  of  page  14  that,  "The  Secretary- 
shall  make  no  payment  pursuant  to  this  sentence  with  regard  to  acres 
which  were  transferred  under  section  352(d)"? 

Mr.  Bor.  It  is  page  6  of  this  bill,  I  believe. 

Mr.  Johnson.  352(d)  is  the  dissolution  of  a  partnership. 

Mr.  Bor.  On  page  6,  it  is  the  section  which  authorizes  the  transfer 
of  allotments  if  there  is  a  disaster. 

Mr.  Johnson.  He  transfers  his  allotment  to  another  farm  and  he 
got  a  yield  from  that  other  farm  as  a  result  of  the  disaster.  I  see. 

As  an  aside,  how  many  payments  were  made  last  year  by  the  USDA 
under  this  provision?  I  have  never  seen  any  figures  on  that. 

Mr.  Bowen.  Inasmuch  as  Ave  don't  have  a  target  price,  then  

Mr.  Johnson.  But  we  had  in  the  1973  act. 

Mr.  Bowen.  There  haven't  been  any. 

Mr.  Johnson.  There  were  no  disasters  ? 

Mr.  Wells.  It  is  about  $600  million. 

Mr.  Williams.  I  personally  don't  know  of  any  that  were  made  on 
disaster  basis  with  that  sort  of  transfer.  I  have  never  heard  of  it. 

Mr.  Johnson.  I  know  there  have  been  some  in  my  territory.  You 
have  had  disasters  in  Mississippi  also. 

Mr.  Bowen.  Yes. 

I  gather  then  that  all  the  language  here  is  taken  out  of  the  1973 
act? 

Mr.  Johnson.  On  page  15  we  will  get  into  the  set-aside.  There  is  a 
mandatory  set-aside  if  the  crop  carryover  would  be  15  percent.  Is  that 
in  the  existing  law  ? 

Mr.  Bowen.  Yes. 

That  does  not  restrict  the  man's  right  to  grow  a  crop. 

Mr.  Johnson.  It  restricts  his  coverage  under  the  allotment. 

Mr.  Jones  of  Tennessee.  I  judge  that  practically  all  of  this  lan- 
guage is  taken  from  the  1973  law. 

Mr.  Henry.  The  set-aside  provisions  of  this  bill  are  not  taken 
from  the  1973  act.  There  were  some  substantial  changes  made  in  the 
set-aside  program  contained  in  this  proposed  legislation.  It  was 
worked  out  between  us  and  the  Department. 

I  think  that  for  detailed  explanation  Mr.  Carlson  can  be  of  assist- 
ance here. 

Mr.  Bowen.  You  want  to  run  through  that  for  us? 

Mr.  Carlson.  The  Department  objects  to  the  word  "shall"  in  the 
first  paragraph  because  this  proclaims  a  mandatory  set-aside  under 
certain  provisions.  This  can  get  very  confusing. 

What  happens  is,  for  example,  in  determining  whether  a  set-aside 
would  be  in  effect  for  the  1976  crop  of  rice,  the  Secretary  makes  a 
series  of  calculations  prior  to  the  beginning  of  that  calendar  year. 
He  calculates  what  his  carryover  is  going  to  be  on  August  1, 
1977,  which  is  the  beginning  of  the  marketing  year — excuse  me,  it  is 
the  carryover  of  rice — beginning  in  the  calendar  year  following 
the  calendar  year  immediately  in  which  such  crop  shall  be  grown. 
That  is  August  1,  1977.  He  calculates  the  disappearance  of  the  1976 
crop  in  export  and  domestic  consumption  and  comes  up  with  the 
projected  carryover  on  August  1,  1977. 
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When  he  gets  this  figure,  he  then  estimates  production  from  1976 
under  open  production,  he  takes  the  total  production  for  1976  and 
his  carryover  which  will  be  in  effect  on  August  1,  1976,  that  is  his 
total  supply.  He  takes  15  percent  of  that. 

If  his  carryover  on  August  1,  1977,  is  greater  than  his  15  percent 
of  total  supply  then  he  must  proclaim  a  set-aside. 

This  gives  him  the  opportunity  to  project  the  utilization  of  the 
crop  that  he  is  making  the  determination  for. 

Mr.  Johnson.  What  are  the  payments  under  the  set-aside? 

Mr.  Carlson.  In  order  to  be  eligible  for  the  program  you  have 
to  set  aside  what  the  Secretary  said  to  set  aside.  This  is  the  discre- 
tionary thing.  If  the  Secretary  comes  up  and  he  says  he  needs  a  set- 
aside,  he  can  make  a  mandatory  set-aside  of  10  percent,  for  example. 

This  would  mean  grower  eligibility  for  the  program  if  the  grower 
complied. 

Mr.  Carlson.  Yes. 

Mr.  Johnson.  There  are  no  payments  for  going  through  the  set- 
aside  or  abiding  by  the  set-aside.  It  just  reduces  your  allotted  acreage. 

Mr.  Carlson.  Right.  But  there  are  ways  to  get  the  benefits  on  the 
full  allotment. 

Then,  there  is  a  voluntary  set-aside  provision.  The  secretary  can 
also  come  up  and  say  that  if  you  want  a  land  diversion  payment 
you  can  set  aside  an  additional  5  percent  or  whatever,  which  is  more 
of  an  enticement  and  a  statement  to  the  industry  that  there  will  be  a 
trade-off. 

Consequently,  it  is  advantageous  to  cut  back.  It  is  a  signal  to  the 
production  industry  that  it  would  be  to  their  advantage  to  go  along 
with  the  voluntary  set-aside  provision  in  order  to  be  eligible  for  the 
land  diversion  payment. 

In  direct  answer  to  your  question,  when  you  comply  with  the  man- 
datory set-aside,  all  you  do  is  just  remain  within  the  program. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Then,  we  are  actually  harming  the  allotment  holder 
by  making  it  mandatory  ? 

Mr.  Carlson.  To  that  extent,  you  are  except  that  he  is  not  penalized 
by  going  beyond  his  allotment. 

Mr.  Johnston.  I  understand  that.  But  he  is  penalized  if  he  is  in  a 
situation  where  he  has  to  have  deficiency  payments. 

Mr.  Carlson.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Do  you  want  it  in  there? 

It  would  seem  to  me  that  the  feature  should  be  mandatory. 

In  other  words,  if  the  Department  comes  along  and  projects  that 
they  are  going  to  have  more  sales  available,  why  should  they  have  to 
cut  down  the  production  of  the  target  price?  That  is  harming  the 
allotment  holder. 

Mr.  Carlson.  I  do  want  it  understood  that  I  am  not  speaking  for 
Congressman  Breaux.  I  do  want  it  understood  that  I  am  not  doing 
that.  I  am  just  explaining  the  provisions.  I  would  say,  with  the  per- 
mission of  the  subcommittee  and  at  the  direction  of  the  subcommittee, 
that  I  would  be  more  than  happy  to  try  to  rework  that  language. 

Mr.  Johnson.  You  may  just  say  "may." 

Mr.  Bowen.  The  Department  wanted  that  anyway. 

Mr.  Johnson.  I  would  like  to  see  what  the  Department  has  to  say 
about  that. 
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There  is  no  reason  to  penalize  these  allotment  holders. 

Mr.  Carlson.  That  is  a  very  real  consideration  on  the  part  of  the 
allotment  holders.  This  is  one  of  the  characteristics  of  the  set-aside 
which  no  one  has  been  clear  on.  They  do  not  know  how  it  would  work 
under  those  conditions. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Let  us  get  some  clarification  on  the  Department's 
position.  You  might  also  contact  some  of  the  representatives  of  the 
existing  allotment  holders.  They  may  want  to  have  the  discretionary 
feature. 

Mr.  Jones  of  Tennessee.  We  have  got  to  find  a  passage  that  we  have 
got  to  think  about.  We  have  got  12  minutes.  What  shall  we  do? 
Shall  we  recess  and  come  back  ? 

Mr.  Bowen.  We  are  about  to  finish  it  up.  Don't  you  think  we  could 
come  back  and  finish  it  up  in  another  15  minutes? 

Mr.  Johnson.  There  are  just  the  three  of  us  here.  I  think  some  of 
the  objections  that  have  been  expressed  might  be  intensified  if  we  go 
too  fast. 

Mr.  Bowen.  We  did  not  get  a  chance  to  ask  Chairman  Mathis  what 
his  plans  were  for  the  next  meeting.  I  wonder  when  he  will  prefer  to 
do  that. 

It  would  be  my  hope  that  we  would  deal  within  the  first  few  days 
after  we  return  from  the  recess  

Mr.  J ohnson.  I  would  like  to  be  able  to  get  this  pretty  well  cleaned 
up  so  that  the  people  who  wanted  to  go  home  with  it  in  hand  could. 

Mr.  Bowen.  If  we  got  the  minutes  of  the  bill,  we  could  go  through  it 
ourselves  and  we  could  prepare  it  at  the  next  meeting  with  some  of  the 
new  language  that  the  staff  could  prepare  for  us.  We  could  take  final 
action  maybe  and  report  it  to  the  full  committee. 

I  will  speak  to  Chairman  Mathis  and  urge  him  to  have  that  meeting. 

Mr.  Jones  of  Tennessee.  Without  objection,  we  will  stand  adjourned. 

[Whereupon,  at  4 :05  p.m.,  the  subcommittee  adjourned.] 
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THURSDAY,  JUNE  26,  1975 

House  of  Representatives, 
Subcommittee  on  Oilseeds  and  Rice  or  the 

Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  subcommittee  met  at  1 :30  p.m.,  pursuant  to  call,  in  room  1302, 
Longworth  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  Dawson  Mathis  (chairman 
of  the  subcommittee)  presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  Mathis,  Jones  of  North  Carolina,  Jones  of 
Tennessee,  Bowen,  Fithian,  Johnson  and  Moore. 

Staff  present :  Robert  Bor,  counsel ;  John  Hogan,  associate  counsel ; 
Steve  Allen  and  Steve  Pringle,  staff  consultants;  Norman  Gay  and 
Roxie  Burris,  staff  consultants,  Subcommittee  on  Oilseeds  and  Rice; 
and  Glenda  Temple,  staff  assistant. 

Mr.  Mathis.  The  subcommittee  will  come  to  order. 

At  the  time  of  our  previous  adjournment,  on  Tuesday  afternoon, 
Chairman  Jones  advised  me  that  we  had  proceeded  down  to  what  is 
now  page  14,  line  11,  in  the  printed  bill  which  has  been  referred  to 
this  subcommittee,  H.R.  8137. 

The  Chair  wishes  to  express  his  appreciation  to  Mr.  Jones  for  hav- 
ing assumed  the  duties  of  chairman  the  other  afternoon  in  proceeding 
through  this  bill. 

If  it  meets  with  the  approval  of  the  subcommittee,  we  will  proceed 
as  we  did  previously.  We  will  try  to  go  through  the  various  provisions 
of  the  bill.  Then  we  will  ask  the  staff,  if  they  will,  to  take  the  bill, 
over  the  recess,  and  make  whatever  technical  amendments  are  neces- 
sary. We  hope  that  at  the  time  that  we  come  back,  several  members  of 
the  subcommittee  will  join  in  re-introducing  the  bill  in  a  clean  version. 

The  Chair  would  hope  that  at  that  time  we  could  get  the  subcom- 
mittee back  together.  I  understand  that  Mr.  Moore  has  a  substitute 
which  he  would  like  to  offer  at  that  time. 

We  will  try,  as  soon  as  possible  after  the  recess,  to  consider  the  sub- 
stitute of  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  and  others  that  might  be 
offered. 

Without  objection,  we  will  proceed. 

We  will  go  forward  with  a  section  by  section  reading  of  the  bill. 
Mr.  Bowen,  would  you  like  to  do  this  ? 

Mr.  Bowen.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  We  had  gotten  to  the  set- 
aside  portion  of  the  bill.  I  believe  that  we  had  actually  gone  through 
that  and  discussed  it  at  some  length.  We  felt  that  we  needed  to  talk 
to  some  departmental  representatives  and  to  others  to  see  what  various 
points  of  view  are  on  the  question  of  mandatory  set-asides. 
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I  think  that  we  can  gather  some  observations  on  this.  I  think  we 
do  have  some  representatives  here. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Will  the  gentleman  yield  ? 
Mr.  Bowex.  Yes. 

Mr.  Mathis.  "We  do  have  two  represestatives  from  the  Department 
here  today.  I  apologize,  gentlemen,  for  not  recognizing  your  presence. 

I  would  like  to  introduce  Mr.  Ray  Voelkel,  who  is  an  economist 
with  the  Department ;  and  Mr.  George  Schaefer,  who  is  director  of  the 
rice  division. 

Gentlemen,  we  appreciate  your  coming  up.  I  am  sure  the  subcommit- 
tee will  have  some  questions  as  we  proceed.  We  would  certainly  like 
to  have  your  opinions  on  this  proposal  that  we  are  considering. 

Mr.  Bowex.  When  we  discussed  this  previously,  Mr.  Johnson  was 
here.  He  observed  that  he  felt  that  the  mandatory  set-aside,  as  I 
recall,  would  weigh  most  heavily  upon  the  older  growers.  So,  I  was 
interested  to  know  if  there  was  any  strong  commitment  to  maintaining 
that,  since  apparently  the  Department  would  prefer  to  have  a  non- 
mandatorv  set-aside. 

If  the  Department  would  care  to  have  someone  make  an  observa- 
tion on  that  point,  at  this  stage,  we  would  appreciate  any  comment 
you  would  have. 

Would  someone  be  able  to  comment  on  behalf  of  those  who  are 
already  allotment  holders?  That  might  give  the  committee  a  little 
better  perspective. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Are  you  talking  about  going  back  to  line  8  on  page  13 
of  the  printed  bill  ? 

Mr.  Bowex.  Yes.  The  language  is  "shall  provide"  or  "may  provide*' 
for  the  set-aside  of  crop  land.  That  was  what  we  were  discussing  when 
we  adjourned  last  time. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Do  you  have  any  comments  on  the  set-aside  provisions  ? 
Could  you  tell  us  what  the  Department's  position  would  be  on  this? 

Mr.  Voelkel.  Xeither  one  of  us  is  in  a  position  to  say  definitely. 
I  think,  certainly,  the  preference  would  be  to  authorize  set-aside  at 
the  discretion  of  the  Secretary.  This  would  be  consistent  with  other 
set-aside  legislation. 

We  would  make  it  discretionary  rather  than  mandatory  as  far  as 
the  set-aside  is  concerned. 

Mr.  Bowex.  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Mr.  Bowen. 

Mr.  Bowtex.  I  wonder  if  I  might  ask  what  is  the  reason  for  being 
opposed  to  mandatory  set-aside  ?  What  is  the  Department's  thinking 
on  that  ? 

Mr.  Voelkel.  One  factor,  I  guess,  would  be  that  in  the  case  of  the 
other  commodities,  or  as  in  the  case  of  set-aside  in  general,  set-aside  is 
viewed  as  a  means  of  reading  overall  aggregate  of  acres  rather  than 
being  aimed  at  individual  crops.  In  the  case  of  feedgrains,  cotton  and 
wheat,  it  is  viewed  that  if  you  projected  having  too  much  aggregate 
acreage  then  you  would  take  an  amount  of  acreage  out  of  production 
through  set-aside.  However,  with  reference  to  the  bill  before  this  com- 
mittee, H.R.  8137.  we  are  talking  about  triggering  a  set-aside  program 
specifically  limited  to  rice. 

Mr.  Bowex.  What  is  this  set-aside  language  in  our  regular  docu- 
ments ?  Is  it  mandatory  or  optional  ? 

Mr.  Bor.  It  is  discretionary. 
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Mr.  Mathis.  If  the  gentleman  will  yield,  we  are  talking  about  en- 
tirely different  kinds  of  situations. 

There  are  very  clear  requirements  that  have  to  be  present  before  the 
Secretary  could  make  a  decision  as  to  set-aside.  The  set-aside  is  based 
upon  clear  requirements.  If  the  set-aside  came  into  play  and  the  Secre- 
tary were  ordered  by  the  language  of  this  bill  to  do  that,  then  we  as- 
sume that  it  would  apply  not  only  to  the  old  growers,  but  the  new 
growers. 

If  we  had  a  marketing  condition  in  the  carryover  of  rice  that  was  in 
excess  of  what  was  needed,  then  I  would  simply  not  find  anything 
wrong  with  having  the  Secretary  make  a  set-aside.  This  would  be 
proper  when  the  conditions  existed. 

If  he  were  not  to  do  so,  then  he  might  jeopardize  the  position  of  both 
the  old  growers  and  the  new  growers. 

That  is  to  say,  I  am  talking  about  the  allotment  growers  and  the 
nonallotment  growers.  The  Chair  finds  no  objection  to  mandatory 
provisions. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  Secretary  would  want  to  have  this.  He  would 
be  assured  that  we  would  not  have  a  tremendous  oversupply  of  rice 
available  in  any  marketing  year. 

I  am  certain  that  most  of  the  new  growers  would  have  no  objection 
to  this.  Our  consideration  last  time  was  to  attempt  to  reach  a  position 
that  would  be  as  satisfactory  as  possible  to  the  present  allotment  hold- 
ers, the  old  growers. 

If  we  seem  to  be  in  favor  of  keeping  the  mandatory  language,  then 
I,  personally,  would  have  no  objection  to  the  language  that  we  already 
have  in  the  bill,  which  is  mandatory. 

Would  anyone  else  care  to  offer  any  observations  on  this  at  this 
time  ? 

Mr.  Jones  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chairman. 
Mr.  Mathis.  Mr.  Jones. 

Mr.  Joxes  of  Tennessee.  Thank  you.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  agree  with 
you.  I  see  no  reason  not  to  stay  with  the  language  of  the  bill  as  we  now 
have  it. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Mr.  Moore,  do  you  have  any  comment  on  this  at  this 
time  ? 

Mr.  Moore.  I  do  not.  Thank  ou,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Mathis.  It  is  obvious  that  we  are  going  to  have  this  bill  before 
us  again  in  full  committee.  In  fact,  the  opportunity  will  be  available 
to  us  to  offer  amendments. 

I  think  that  if  there  is  general  agreement,  then  we  will  pass  over  that 
and  go  on  to  the  next  subject. 

Mr.  Bowex.  Will  the  gentleman  yield,  Mr.  Chairman  ? 

Mr.  Mathis.  Yes. 

Mr.  Bowex.  By  the  time  we  get  this  bill  to  the  full  committee,  then 
if  the  Department  has  some  more  detailed  presentation  to  make  to  us 
at  that  time,  then  the  full  committee  would  be  happy  to  entertain  that 
presentation. 

Mr.  Bor.  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Yes. 

Mr.  Bor.  There  is  a  factor  that  the  subcommittee  may  want  to  give 
consideration  to  at  this  time.  This  is  whether  or  not  the  set-aside  would 
be  required,  at  least  under  this  bill,  based  upon  estimates  made  .on 
January  1. 
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The  subcommittee  may  want  to  give  consideration  as  to  what  the 
situation  would  be  if  the  turn  of  events  in  the  subsequent  2  or  3 
months  throws  your  estimates  out  of  gear. 

When  you  get  the  new  figures,  more  reliable  figures,  then  the  for- 
mula at  that  time  may  no  longer  call  for  a  set-aside. 

The  way  that  the  thing  is  now  worded  you  are  locked  into  a  posi- 
tion as  of  January  1,  based  upon  estimates.  As  the  year  progresses  and 
as  more  reliable  figures  come  to  play,  you  would  want  to  be  able  to  take 
account  of  those  in  judging  as  to  whether  or  not  a  set-aside  is  to  be 
decided. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Obviously,  the  subcommittee  will  have  to  stand  in 
recess  for  a  few  minutes  at  this  time  because  of  the  call  of  the  bells 
for  a  vote. 

When  we  do  come  back,  we  can  continue.  I  would  hope  that  the  mem- 
bers would  come  directly  back. 

The  subcommittee  stands  in  recess  at  this  time. 
[Recess  taken.] 

Mr.  Mathis.  The  subcommittee  will  come  to  order. 
Before  wTe  left  we  were  discussing  something  that  I  now  want  to  ask 
a  question  about. 

If  we  were  to  change  this  word  "shall"  as  it  is  now  in  the  language 
of  the  bill  to  the  word  "may,"  then  would  the  Secretary  have  to  make 
a  determination  on  January  1  ? 

Mr.  Voelkel.  Do  you  mean  that  there  would  be  no  other  change  than 
just  the  word  "shall"  to  the  word  "may"? 

Mr.  Mathis.  Yes. 

Mr.  Bor.  We  could  word  this  in  such  a  way  that  it  would  make  it 
abundantly  clear  that  the  estimate  would  have  to  be  made  before 
January  1. 

With  the  word  "may,"  it  is  a  little  ambiguous.  It  is  implicit  that 
the  estimate  would  have  to  be  made.  But  to  avoid  any  problems  we 
could  make  it  explicit. 

Mr.  Mathis.  I  am  sorry.  I  do  not  know  what  you  mean  when  you  say 
that  he  has  the  discretion  to  go  either  way  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Bor.  Excuse  me,  if  we  were  to  provide  the  word  "may"  instead 
of  the  word  "shall."  then  it  would  be  implicit  that  he  would  have  to 
make  an  estimate  before  January  1  and  arrive  at  a  judgment  as  to 
whether  or  not,  based  upon  that  estimate,  he  would  want  to  impose 
set-aside. 

In  order  to  avoid  ambiguity  I  think  that  it  may  be  well  to  require 
that,  if  you  were  to  put  the  word  "may"  in,  he  would  be  under  an  obli- 
gation before  January  1  to  make  the  estimate  and  publish  the  estimate. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Is  it  your  opinion  that  the  language  that  is  now  con- 
tained in  the  section  does  not  force  him  to  make  that  determination 
before  J anuary  1  ? 

Mr.  Bor.  If  you  leave  the  word  "shall"  in  there,  then  it  does. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Then  if  you  change  it  to  "may",  then  if  he  makes  a 
determination,  then  he  still  must  make  it  prior  to  January  1. 

Thai  is  my  question.  Would  it  be  a  solution  to  the  problem? 

I  should  direct  this  question,  perhaps,  to  Mr.  Shaefer. 

Would  it  be  helpful  if  we  were  to  add  some  type  of  language  that 
would  allow  him  to  make  a  preliminary  estimate  that  is  to  be  set- 
aside  by  January  1,  and  then  at  some  date  such  as  April  1  come  back 
with  a  final  determination  about  the  set-aside. 
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Mr.  Schaefer,  would  you  care  to  comment? 

Mr.  Schaefer.  I  should  think  that  the  additional  months  are  very 
helpful.  We  would  have  those  additional  months  to  look  at  the  world 
situation,  how  things  are  in  Southeast  Asia,  the  impact  of  the  world 
crop,  and  the  demand. 

I  think  it  would  not  be  too  late  to  disrupt  the  normal  planting  of 
rice,  if  we  were  to  have  the  April  date.  We  have,  in  past  years,  in- 
creased acreage  allotments  in  April  and,  as  far  as  I  know,  everyone 
was  able  to  get  a  crop  in. 

We  do  not  see  any  objections  to  that. 

Mr.  Mathis.  It  is  the  opinion  of  the  Chair  that  we  should  retain 
the  word  "shall."  I  think  that  we  need  to  have  that  in. 
Mr.  J ohnson.  Mr.  Chairman. 
Mr.  Mathis.  Mr.  Johnson. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  When  we  were  discussing 
this  the  other  day,  we  arrived  at  some  ideas.  I  would  like  to  raise  some 
of  those  questions  at  this  time.  There  was  no  vocal  disagreement  on  the 
fact  that  this  is  a  mandatory  requirement  that  would  work  adversely 
against  interest  of  the  rice  farmer. 

Mr.  Bowen.  Will  the  gentleman  yield  ? 

Mr.  Johnson.  Yes. 

Mr.  Bowen.  I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding.  In  your  absence  a 
few  minutes  ago  we  had  a  lengthy  discussion  of  this. 

From  that  discussion  I  would  say  that  it  appears  that  the  rice 
farmer  is  the  one  that  wants  this.  The  old  growers  or  the  traditional 
allotment  holders  are  the  ones  that  want  it. 

If  they  want  it,  then  we  would  have  no  reason  to  oppose  letting  them 
have  it. 

Mr.  Johnson.  That  is  the  point  that  I  raised  the  other  day. 
Mr.  Bowen.  You  and  I  had  the  same  point  of  view.  We  thought 
that  it  would  be  restrictive  of  them.  But  they  seem  to  prefer  that. 
Mr.  Moore.  Mr.  Chairman. 
Mr.  Mathis.  Mr.  Moore. 

Mr.  Moore.  I  think  that  this  is  true.  I  concur.  That  is  the  opinion 
of  the  rice  growers  in  Louisiana. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Before  you  got  back,  Mr.  Moore,  I  proposed  for  discus- 
sion retaining  the  word  shall.  This  would  allow  the  Secretary  to  come 
back  on  April  1,  and  make  a  final  determination. 

The  gentlemen  from  the  Department  observed  that  they  would  have 
a  chance  to  look  at  the  world  situation. 

Mr.  Moore.  I  see. 

Mr.  Mathis.  If  there  is  no  objection,  then  we  would  direct  counsel 
to  make  the  appropriate  amendments  to  help  make  a  clean  bill  and  we 
could  then  proceed. 

I  recognize  Mr.  Bowen. 

Mr.  Bowen.  That  brings  us  down  to  the  next  matter.  In  working 
with  Mr.  Bor,  the  counsel,  on  this  in  the  interim  since  our  last  discus- 
sion, I  think  that  some  of  the  language,  in  his  opinion,  might  have 
some  problems. 

Are  we  at  that  section  at  this  time  ? 

Mr.  Bor.  This  is  not  the  language  that  I  was  discussing  earlier.  It 
was  some  of  the  earlier  language. 

I  do,  however,  have  a  question  about  the  section  that  deals  with  the 
set-aside  acreage. 
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On  page  13,  at  line  17,  I  find  something  that  I  would  like  to  bring 
to  your  attention.  It  says : 

If  a  set-aside  of  cropland  is  in  effect  under  this  paragraph  then,  as  a  condition 
of  eligibility  for  payments  under  paragraph  (3)  of  this  subsection,  the  coopera- 
tors  must  set  aside  and  devote  to  conservation  uses  an  acreage  of  cropland,  etc. 
that  is  required. 

The  question  that  I  have  is :  Is  it  the  intention  that  this  be  a  condition 
only  on  eligibility  for  payments,  or  is  this  a  condition  of  eligibility 
for  loans,  also  ? 

Mr.  Matiiis.  How  does  that  language  compare  with  other 
legislation  ? 

Mr.  Bor.  For  feed  grains,  wheat  and  cotton,  the  bills  say  a  condition 
of  eligibility  for  payments,  loans  and  purchases. 

Now,  another  part  of  this  bill  says  that  to  be  eligible  for  a  loan  you 
have  to  be  a  cooperator.  A  cooperator  is  defined  as  someone  who  has 
set  aside  the  required  acreage.  I  was  a  little  confused  as  to  whether  it 
was  the  intention  that  to  be  eligible  for  a  loan  you  do  have  to  comply 
with  the  set-aside. 

Mr.  Bowen.  In  other  words,  we  ought  to  be  consistent  in  our 
language  and  correct  one  or  the  other  of  those. 

Mr.  Bor.  Yes. 

Mr.  Mathis.  The  other  section  of  the  bill  does  not  interfere  with 
this  section  in  any  way. 

What  you  are  simply  saying  is  that  we  need  to  have  the  same 
language  in  both  places. 

Mr.  Bor.  Yes,  if  it  is  your  intention  that  the  person  who  wishes  to 
obtain  a  loan  must  comply  with  the  set-aside,  then  I  think  that  we  need 
to  add,  in  lines  18  and  19,  a  reference  to  loans  as  well  as  to  payments. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Would  you  prepare  the  proper  language  along  those 
lines  as  well. 

Mr.  Bowen.  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Mr.  Bowen. 

Mr.  Bowen.  Since  we  have  passed  over  this  section  already  it  would 
be  my  duty  to  point  out  to  the  subcommittee  that  Mr.  Frick  indicated 
to  me  today  that  he  feels  that  the  Department  would  be  opposed  to 
escalator  factors  in  the  loan  rate  and  target  price  in  the  first  year. 

The  subcommittee  might  consider  that  in  its  deliberations. 

He  feels  that  he  might  not  object  to  the  escalator  being  applied 
in  the  second  year,  but  that  he  would  be  opposed  to  its  application  for 
the  first  year. 

That  is,  after  the  passage  of  this  legislation,  in  the  ensuing  time 
until  the  next  crop  year,  under  the  present  language  of  this  bill  the 
escalator  would  take  effect. 

Mr.  Mathis.  It  would  be  the  feeling  of  the  Chair  that  we  will 
probably  face  this  issue  when  the  bill  reaches  the  full  committee. 

The  full  committee  can  take  this  up.  It  would  be  my  opinion  at  that 
time  to  support  the  position  that  is  in  the  bill.  I  think  we  have  enough 
trouble  with  the  1973  act  that  did  not  provide  an  escalator  clause.  I 
have  no  intention  of  supporting  any  amendment  that  would  take  away 
the  escalator  clause  for  one  month. 

We  are  going  to  face  this  in  the  full  committee.  I  would  suggest 
very  strongly  that  we  leave  the  language  intact. 
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Mr.  Bowex.  I  would  agree  with  the  Chairman.  I  would  remind  the 
committee  that  this  works  up  and  down.  It  is  a  de- escalator  as  well 
as  an  escalator. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Mr.  Johnson. 

Mr.  Johnson.  I  have  been  advised  by  the  Department  that  the 
escalator  relates  both  to  the  loan  and  to  the  target  price.  They  want 
to  be  sure  that  any  downward  adjustments  do  stay  in. 

I  thought  that  it  should  be  made  clear  that  that  is  the  Department's 
position.  It  will,  obviously,  be  enunciated  in  the  full  committee  by 
those  who  agree  with  that  position. 

I  do  not  think  that  there  is  any  reason  for  us  to  try  to  pretend 
that  they  are  not  going  to  try  to  raise  that  issue.  As  you  do,  I  feel 
that  the  loan  escalator  should  have  been  in  the  1973  act.  I  do  not  like 
that  downward  adjustment  at  all. 

I  do  not  know  whether  we  ought  to  take  a  vote  on  it  or  whether  we 
ought  to  leave  it  there.  I  would  suggest  that  we  continue.  I  do  not 
want  to  offer  the  Department's  amendment.  If  anyone  else  wants  to, 
they  are  certainly  aware  of  the  Department's  position  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Does  anyone  have  anything  to  offer  on  this  ? 

Mr.  Jones  of  Xorth  Carolina.  I  wish  to  say  that  I  support  the  Chair- 
man's position.  We  have  had  enough  experience  with  sadness  with  the 
1973  act.  I  would  hate  to  go  through  anything  like  that  again. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Mr.  Bowen,  would  you  like  to  proceed  with  the  next 
section  ? 

Mr.  Bowen.  Yes.  What  we  were  doing  last  time  is  just  giving  the 
members  a  chance  to  read  the  bill,  not  reading  it  out  loud.  Then  we 
were  entertaining  any  comments  that  were  applicable  to  the  various 
sections. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Is  this  printed  copy  exactly  the  same  as  what  we  had 
before  ? 

Mr.  Bowen.  Yes. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Does  it  have  the  amendments  that  we  were  talking 
about? 

Mr.  Bowen.  Xo.  it  does  not  have  anything  that  we  took  action  on 
in  subcommittee  last  time. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Has  the  staff  prepared  those  amendments  ? 

Mr.  Bowen.  Yes,  to  my  knowledge.  At  least  they  have  discussed 
them  and  provided  outlines.  By  the  time  we  come  back  here  next  time, 
shortly  after  the  end  of  the  recess,  for  final  discussion  on  this,  we  hope 
that  we  can  report  it  out  to  the  full  committee  with  all  of  this  amended 
language  in  final  form. 

Mr.  Mathis.  This  section  (5)  (B) — is  this  standard  language? 

Mr.  Bowen.  I  would  like  Mr.  Bor  to  answer  if  he  sees  any  objection 
to  the  language  there.  Is  it  similar  to  the  basic  statutory  language 
that  applies? 

Mr.  Bor.  It  is  very  close.  It  is  almost  identical  with  the  language 
that  now  appears  in  the  other  set-aside  provisions  of  the  law. 
Mr.  Mathis.  What  about  section  (6)  ? 
Mr.  Bor.  That  is  also  practicallv  identical. 
Mr.  Mathis.  What  about  (7)  ? " 
Mr.  J ohnson.  Mr.  Chairman. 
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Mr.  Mathis.  Mr.  Johnson. 

Mr.  Johnson.  As  we  were  reading  through  this  last  time  we  found 
that  there  were  several  places  where  we  might  want  to  make  changes. 

If  you  do  not  mind  I  would  like  to  take  a  moment  to  read  through 
this  carefully.  I  will  read  as  quickly  as  I  can. 

Shall  we  go  on  to  section  103  ? 

Mr.  Mathis.  Are  there  any  other  questions  from  other  members  at 
this  time,  before  we  go  on  ? 
[No  response.] 

Mr.  Mathis.  What  about  (7),  (8),  (9),  (10),  (11),  and  (12)? 
All  of  this  language  is  consistent  with  the  previous  language  in 
comparable  bills  ? 
Mr.  Bor.  That  is  right. 
Mr.  Mathis.  Down  to  section  103. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Would  the  staff  please  explain  something  about  sec- 
tion 103  ? 

Mr.  Bor.  Section  103  makes  inapplicable  the  provisions  of  the  Agri- 
cultural Adjustment  Act  of  1938  that  are  supplanted  by  the  new 
bill. 

In  other  words,  the  provisions  relating  to  marketing  quotas  and  the 
allocations  of  allotments  under  the  old  system  are  involved.  What  it 
does  is  to  make  those  provisions  inapplicable  just  for  the  lifetime  of 
this  bill.  This  is  a  2-year  bill. 

After  the  2  years  elapse,  then  the  regular  and  permanent  provisions 
come  back  into  play. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Would  not  the  Findley  amendment  on  authorization 
come  in  at  the  end  of  section  103  ? 

Mr.  Bor.  I  think  that  would  appear  just  before  103,  as  perhaps 
paragraph  13. 

Mr.  Mathis.  That  obviously  is  not  in  this  bill.  It  would  appear  in 
the  new  bill. 

Mr.  Bor.  Yes.  The  payments  all  come  in  the  previous  section.  The 
payment  limitation  would  be  a  paragraph  at  the  end  of  that  section 
which  would  limit  the  payments  to  a  total  of  $55,000. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Title  II,  section  201. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Is  there  anvthing  in  the  area  of  rice  research  that  is 
going  on  at  this  time  ? 

I  am  talking  about  the  eight  criteria  that  are  listed  under  title  II. 
Could  the  people  from  the  Department  tell  us  about  that  ? 

Mr.  Voelkel.  Either  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  or  the  Eco- 
nomic Research  Service  would  be  able  to  tell  you,  but  I  am  not  familiar 
with  that. 

Mr.  Schaefer.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Where  does  this  language  come  from  ? 

Air.  Bowen.  This  has  been  in  several  versions  of  the  bill,  as  it  was 
introduced.  It  was  included  in  the  bill  that  was  introduced  last  year. 
There  seems  to  be  wide  sentiment  throuohout  the  rice  industry  that 
a  section  on  rice  research  be  included.  Rather  than  take  the  leftover 
bits  and  pieces  of  money  left  in  the  Department,  they  wanted  their 
own  rice  research  allocation. 

They  wanted  some  specific  amount  earmarked  for  rice  research.  Rice, 
of  course,  ha?  always  been  a  kind  of  poor  relation  in  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  to  a  certain  extent. 
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Now  that  it  has  growing  importance  in  our  economy  and  in  the 
economy  of  the  world,  there  is  a  feeling  that  we  ought  to  have  a  section 
on  it. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Mr.  Johnson,  do  you  have  any  objection  ? 

Mr.  Johnson.  No;  I  have  no  objection.  I  was  just  wondering  if  there 
were  any  present  programs  going  on  and  whether  this  amount  of 
money  was  appropriate  and  should  be  increased  or  cut  down  or  what. 

Mr.  Schaefer.  I  want  to  add  that  I  know  that  there  are  grants  given 
under  the  cooperative  research  program.  Many  of  the  grants  are  for- 
eign grants.  I  do  not  know  the  extent  of  the  dollars  that  constitute 
these  grants. 

Some  of  them  go  for  3  to  5  years  or  some  of  them  go  1  or  2  years. 
As  I  recall,  most  of  them  are  in  foreign  countries. 

Mr.  Mathis.  I  would  like  the  committee  staff  to  find  out  what  the 
situation  is  on  rice  research  now.  I  would  like  to  have  the  information 
when  we  come  back. 

We  are  now  referring  to  section  301.  Mr.  Bor,  does  that  simply  do 
what  section  103  ? 

Mr.  Bor.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Section  302,  what  does  that  do  ? 

Mr.  Bor.  Section  302  is  a  provision  that  is  comparable  to  similar 
provisions  in  the  rice  and  feed  grain  and  cotton  bill.  It  makes  the 
determination  of  the  Secretary  final  with  respect  to  questions  that 
arise  on  payments  that  are  made  under  the  program. 

Mr.  Mathis.  And  section  303?  Does  that  simply  allow  a  cooper- 
ator  to  take  part  in  the  program  ?  Is  that  correct  ? 

Mr.  Bor.  Section  303  is  tied  in  with  the  loan  and  payment  pro- 
visions. Those  provisions  say  that,  in  order  to  receive  payments  and 
loans,  you  must  be  a  cooperator. 

A  cooperator  here  is  a  person  who  has  an  allotment.  If  there  is  a 
set-aside  in  effect,  then  it  is  a  requirement  that  you  comply  with  the 
set-aside. 

Mr.  Mathis.  What  about  section  304  ? 

Mr.  Bor.  These  are  just  technical  provisions  in  section  304.  It  is 
designed  to  make  sure  that  the  general  provisions  of  the  1949  act 
applies  to  rice. 

Mr.  Mathis.  The  Chair  would  like  to  ask  the  staff  to  make  the 
necessarv  amendments  that  we  have  erected  and  have  a  new  bill 
drawn.  If  at  all  possible,  I  would  like  to  have  that  done  by  the  time 
we  come  back  from  recess.  They  should  be  pepared  for  introduction. 

Mr.  Bowen.  Mr.  Chairman,  would  it  be  the  Chair's  intention  that 
we  make  an  attempt  to  meet  perhaps  the  first  week  after  the  recess. 

Mr.  Mathis.  I  believe  that  the  16th  is  the  earliest  that  we  could 
have  a  hearing,  according  to  the  committee  scheduling. 

Mr.  Bowen.  Do  you  mean  in  terms  of  availability  of  rooms? 

Mr.  Mathis.  Mr.  Johnson. 

Mr.  Johnson.  We  would  have  to  have  this  all  ready  to  go  because 
there  will  be  people,  who,  I  understand,  will  offer  motions  to  report 
other  bills. 

Mr.  Bowen.  Then  what  will  it  be  ? 

Mr.  Johnson.  We  will  have  plenty  of  time  to  look  at  this  and 
there  will  be  motions  to  report  other  bills  to  the  floor. 
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Mr.  Gay.  So  the  committee  rooms  are  all  occupied  the  first  week. 
Mr.  Johxsox.  It  will  be  Wednesday  of  the  second  week  when  we 
come  back. 

Mr.  Gay.  The  full  committee  has  it  tied  up  the  first  week  in  caucus. 
Mr.  Mathis.  At  this  time  the  subcommittee  will  adjourn,  subject 
to  the  call  of  the  Chair. 

[Whereupon,  the  subcommittee  adjourned  at  2  :45  p.m.] 


RICE  PRODUCTION  ACT  OF  1975 


WEDNESDAY,  JULY  16,  1975 

House  of  Representatives, 
Subcommittee  ox  Oilseeds  axd  Rice  of  the 

Committee  ox  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  notice,  at  3 :15  p.m.,  in  room 
1302,  Longworth  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  Dawson  Mathis  (chair- 
man of  the  subcommittee)  presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  Mathis,  Jones  of  North  Carolina,  Bowen, 
Fithian,  Findley,  Johnson,  and  Moore. 

Staff  present :  Robert  M.  Bor,  counsel ;  John  E.  Hogan,  associate 
counsel;  Xorman  Gay,  staff  consultant,  Subcommittee  on  Oilseeds  and 
Rice ;  L.  T.  Easley,  press  assistant ;  and  Anita  Brown,  staff  assistant. 

Mr.  Mathis.  The  subcommittee  will  be  in  order. 

Gentlemen,  we  have  before  us  this  afternoon  H.R.  8529,  introduced 
by  myself,  Mr.  Jones  of  North  Carolina,  Mr.  Jones  of  Tennessee,  and 
Mr.  Bowen. 

Without  objection  the  bill  will  be  submitted  as  having  been  read  and 
open  for  amendment  at  any  points. 

[The  bill  H.R.  8529  and  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  report 
follow :] 

(47) 
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94th  CONGRESS    w  w  r\r\ 

^    H.  R.  8529 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

-    July  10,1975 

Mr.  Mathis  (for  himself.  Mr.  Jones  of  Carolina,  Mr.  Jones  of  Tennessee,  and 
Mr.  Bowex)  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  establish  improved  programs  for  the  benefit  of  producers 

and  consumers  of  rice. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  SHORT  TITLE 

4  Section  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Rice  Pro- 

5  duction  Act  of  1975".  ■        •  i 

6  TITLE  I— RICE  ALLOTMENTS  AND 

7  PRICE  SUPPORT  .    ;  - 

8  NATIONAL    ACREAGE    ALLOTMENT    AND  ALLOCATION 

9  Sec  101.  Effective  for  the  1976  and  1977  crops  of 

10  rice,  section  352  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 

11  1938  is  amended  to  read  as  folknvs: 
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!  "Sec.  352.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  establish  for  each 

2  of  the  1976  and  1977  crops  of  rice  a  national  acreage  allot- 

3  ment  in  the  amount  of  one  million  eight  hundred  thousand 

4  acres. 

5  "  (b)  The  national  acreage  allotment  for  each  such  crop 
g  of  rice  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary  to  farms,  and  in 
7  producer  States  and  administrative  areas,  to  producers  on  the 
g  basis  of  the  rice  allotments  established  for  the  1975  crop 
9  as  adjusted  in  accordance  with  subsection  (c)  of  this  sec- 

10  tion:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  1  per  centum  of  the 

H  national  acreage  allotment  apportioned  within  each  State 

12  may  be  reserved  by  the  State  committee  for  (1)  appor- 

13  tionment  to  new  rice  farms  and  new  rice  producers  on  the 

14  basis  of  the  following  factors:  suitability  of  the  land  for  the 

15  production  of  rice,  the  extent  to  which  the  farm  operator 

16  (or  producer  in  the  case  of  a  producer  allotment)  is  de- 

17  pendent  on  income  from  farming  for  his  livelihood,  the 

18  production  of  rice  on  other  farms  owned,  operated,  or  con- 

19  trolled  by  such  person,  and  such  other  factors  as  the  State 

20  committee  determines  should  be  considered  for  the  purpose  of 

21  establishing  fair  and  equitable  rice  allotments;  (2)  making 

22  adjustments  in  farm  allotments  to  correct  inequities  or  to 

23  prevent  hardships;  and   (3)   making  corrections  in  farm 

24  or  producer  allotments. 

25  "  (c)  (1)  If  for  any  crop  the  total  acreage  planted  to 
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.1  rice  on  a  farm  is  less  than  the  rice  allotment  for  the  farm  (or 

2  in  producer  administrative  areas,  the  producer  allotments 

3  allocated  to  the  farm) ,  the  farm  or  producer  allotment  used 

4  as  a  base  for  the  succeeding  crop  shall  be  reduced  by  the 

5  percentage  by  which  such  planted  acreage  was  less  than  the 

6  allotment  for  the  farm,  but  such  reduction  shall  not  exceed 

7  20  per  centum  of  the  farm  or  producer  allotment  for  the  pre- 

8  ceding  crop ;  except  that  if  not  less  than  90  per  centum  of  the 

9  farm  acreage  allotment  is  planted  to  rice,  the  farm  shall  be 

10  considered  to  have  an  acreage  planted  to  rice  equal  to  100 

11  p^r  centum  of  such  allotment.  For  purposes  of  this  para- 

12  graph,  an  acreage  on  the  farm  which  the  Secretary  deter- 

13  mines  was  not  planted  to  rice  because  of  drought,  flood,  other 

14  natural  disaster,  or  a  condition  beyond  the  control  of  the  pro- 

15  ducer  shall  be  considered  to  be  an  acreage  planted  to  rice. 

16  Tor  the  purpose  of  this  paragraph,  the  (Secretary  may  permit 

17  producers  of  rice  to  have  acreage  devoted  to  soybeans, 

18  wheat,  feed  grains,  sugar,  castor  beans,  triticale,  oats,  cot- 

19  ton,  rye,  or  such  other  crops  as  the  Secretary  may  deem 

20  appropriate,  considered  as  devoted  to  the  production  of  rice 

21  to  such  extent  and  subject  to  such  terms  and  conditions  as 

22  the  Secretary  determines  will  not  impair  the  effective  opera- 

23  tion  of  the  rice  program. 

24  "  (2)  If  no  acreage  is  planted  (or  regarded  as  planted) 

25  to  rice  for  two  consecutive  crop  years  on  any  farm  which 
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1  had  a  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  years  or  for  any 

2  producer  which  had  a  producer  allotment  for  such  years, 

3  such  farm  or  producer  shall  lose  its  allotment. 

4  ''  (3)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  paragraphs  (1) 

5  and  (2)  of  this  subsection,  no  farm  or  producer  allotment 

6  shall  be  reduced  or  lost  through  failure  to  plant,  if  the 

7  oooperator  elects  not  to  receive  payments  for  the  portion  of 

8  the  farm  or  producer  allotment  not  planted  to  which  he 

9  would  otherwise  be  entitled  under  the  provisions  of  section 

10  101  (g)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949. 

11  "  (d)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  Act, 

12  if  the  Secretary  determines  for  any  year  that,  because  of 

13  drought,  flood,  other  natural  disaster,  or  a  condition  beyond 
I'l  the  control  of  the  person  involved  in  the  production  of  rice, 

15  none  or  only  part  of  the  acres  of  an  allotment  can  be  timely 

16  planted  or  replanted  by  or  for  such  person  in  such  year, 
1^  the  Secretary  may  authorize  for  such  year  the  transfer 

18  of  the  total  number  of  such  acres  which  are  so  affected  to 

19  another  farm  in  the  same  or  any  nearby  county,  but  within 

20  the  same  administrative  area,  on  which  one  or  more  persons 

21  on  the  farm  from  which  the  transfer  is  made  will  be  engaged 

22  in  the  production  of  rice  and  will  share  in  the  proceeds 

23  thereof,  in  accordance  with  such  regulations  as  the  Secre- 

24  tary  may  prescribe.  Any  allotment,  or  portion  thereof, 
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1  transferred  under  this  subsection  shall  be  regarded  as  planted 

2  to  rice  on  the  farm  from  which  the  transfer  is  made  for 

3  purposes  of  establishing  future  farm  allotments.  For  the 

4  purpose  of  determining  the  amount  of  payments  and  loans 

5  made  under  section  101  (g)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949 

6  with  regard  to  farms  to  which  allotments,  or  portions  there- 

7  of,  are  transferred  under  this  subsection,  the  Secretary  shall 

8  establish  a  farm  yield  for  any  such  farm  for  which  there  is 

9  no  established  yield. 

10  "(e)  (1)  The  Secretary  shall  permit  the  owner  and 

11  operator  of  any  farm  for  which  a  farm  acreage  allotment 

12  has  been  established  to  sell  or  lease  all  or  any  part,  or  the 

13  right  to  all  or  any  part  of  such  allotment,  to  any  other 

14  owner  or  operator  of  a  farm  in  the  same  administrative 

15  area,  or  to  transfer  all  or  any  part  of  such  allotment  to  any 

16  other  farm  owned  or  controlled  by  him  in  the  same  admin- 

17  istrative  area.  The  Secretary  shall  also  permit  the  person 

18  for  whom  a  producer  allotment  has  been  established  to  sell 

19  or  lease  all  or  any  part  of  such  allotment  to  any  other  person 

20  in  the  same  administrative  area, 

21  "  (2)  (A)  If  a  producer  in  a  State  in  which  farm  rice 

22  acreage  allotments  are  determined  on  the  basis  of  past 

23  production  of  rice  by  the  producer  on  the  farm  dies,  his 

24  history  of  rioe  production  shall  be  apportioned  in  the  whole 
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1  or  in  part  among  his  heirs  or  devisees  according  to  the  ex- 

2  tent  to  which  they  may  continue,  or  have  continued,  his 

3  farming  operations,  if  satisfactory  proof  of  such  succession  of 

4  farming  operations  is  furnished  the  Secretary. 

5  "(B)  Upon  dissolution  of  a  partnership  in  a  State  in 

6  which  farm  rice  acreage  allotments  are  determined  on  the 

7  basis  of  past  production  of  rice  by  the  producer  on  the 

8  farm,  the  partnership's  history  of  rice  production  shall  be 

9  divided  among  the  partners  in  such  proportion  as  agreed 

10  upon  in  writing  by  the  partners. 

11  "  (0)  Any  part  of  the  farm  rice  acreage  allotment  on 

12  which  rice  will  not  be  planted  and  which  is  voluntarily  sur- 

13  rendered  to  the  county  committee  shall  be  deducted  from 

14  the  allotment  to  such  farm  and  may  be  reapportioned  by 

15  the  county  committee  to  other  farms  in  the  same  county 

16  in  amounts  determined  by  the  county  committee  to  be  fair 

17  and  reasonable.  Any  allotment  surrendered  under  this  sub- 

18  paragraph  shall  be  regarded  for  purposes  of  this  subsection 

19  as  having  been  planted  on  the  farm  from  which  it  was 

20  surrendered. 

21  "(f)  Any  acreage  planted  to  rice  in  excess  of  the  farm 

22  or  producer  acreage  allotment  in  the  crop  years  1975  and 

„  .    ohall  not  be  taken  into  account  in  establishing  farm,  or 

24  producer  acreage  allotments  in  any  year  following  such 

25  period.". 
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1  PAYMENTS  AND  LOANS 

2  Sec.  102.  Effective  for  the  1976  and  1977  crops  of 

3  rice,  section  101  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  is  amended 

4  by  adding  the  following  new  subsection  at  the  end  'thereof: 

5  "(g)   Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law — 

6  "  ( 1 )  The  established  price  for  the  purpose  of  making 

7  payments  on  rice  under  this  subsection  shall  be  $8  per 

8  hundredweight  in  the  case  of  the  1976  crop,  adjusted  to 

9  reflect  any  changes  in  the  index  of  prices  paid  by  farmers 
10  for  production  items,  interest,  taxes,  and  wage  rates  during 
U  the  period  beginning  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Rice 

12  Production  Act  of  1975,  and  ending  July  31,  1976;  for 

13  the  1977  crop  the  established  price  shall  be  the  established 

14  price  for  the  1976  crop  adjusted  to  reflect  any  changes  in 
^  the  index  of  prices  paid  by  farmers  for  production  items, 

interest,  taxes,  and  wage  rates  during  the  twelve-month 
period  immediately  preceding  July  31,  1977:  Provided, 

*°  That  any  increase  that  would  otherwise  be  made  in  the 

19  established  price  for  the  1976  and  1977  crops  to  reflect 

20  a  change  in  the  index  of  prices  paid  by  farmers  'may  be 

21  further  adjusted  to  reflect  any  change  in  (i)  the  national 

22  average  yield  per  acre  of  rice  for  the  three  calendar  years 

23  preceding  the  year  for  which  the  determination  is  made, 

24  over  (ii)  the  national  average  yield  per  acre  for  the  three 
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1  calendar  years  preceding  the  year  previous  to  the  one  for 

2  which  the  determination  is  made. 

3  "  (2)  The  Secretary  shall  make  available,  to  cooperators 

4  in  the  several  States  of  the  United  States,  loans  and  pur- 

5  chases  on  the  1976  crop  of  rice  at  a  rate  equal  to  $6  per 

6  hundredweight,  adjusted  to  reflect  any  changes  in  the  index 

7  of  prices  paid  by  farmers  for  production  items,  interest,  taxes, 

8  and  wage  rates  during  the  period  beginning  on  the  date  of 

9  enactment  of  the  Eice  Production  Act  of  1975  and  ending 

10  July  31,  1976:  Provided,  That  any  increase  in  the  rate  of 

11  loans  and  purchases  for  the  1976  crop  to  reflect  a  change  in 

12  the  index  of  prices  paid  by  farmers  may  be  further  adjusted 

13  to  reflect  the  change  described  in  the  proviso  in  paragraph 

14  (1)  of  this  subsection.  Loans  and  purchases  for  the  1977 

15  crop  shall  be  established  at  such  rate  as  bears  the  same  ratio 

16  to  the  loan  rate  for  the  1976  crop  as  the  established  price  for 

17  the  1977  crop  bears  to  the  established  price  for  the  1976 

18  crops.  The  loans  and  purchases  for  the  1976  and  1977  crops 

19  shall  be  made  available  to  each  cooperator  with  respect  to  a 

20  quantity  of  rice  determined  by  multiplying  the  allotment  of 

21  the  cooperator  for  the  crop  by  the  }rield  established  for  the 

22  farm,  as  determined  in  the  manner  described  in  the  second 

23  sentence  of  paragraph  (4)  of  this  subsection. 

24  "  (3)  The  Secretary  shall  make  available  to  cooperators 

25  payments  for  each  of  the  1976  and  1977  crops  of  rice  grown 
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1  in  the  several  States  of  the  United  States  at  a  rate  equal  to 

2  the  amount  by  which  the  established  price  for  the  crop  of 

3  rice  exceeds  the  higher  of — 

4  "(A)  the  national  average  market  price  received  by 

5  farmers  during  the  first  five  months  of  the  marketing 

6  year  for  such  crop,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary;  or 

7  "  (B)  the  loan  level  determined  under  paragraph 

8  (2)  for  such  crop. 

9  "  (4)  The  payments  for  the  1976  and  1977  crops  shall 

10  be  made  available  to  each  cooperator  with  respect  to  a  quan- 

11  tity  of  rice  determined  by  multiplying  the  allotment  of  the 

12  cooperator  for  the  crop  by  the  yield  established  for  the  farm. 

13  Tbe  yield  for  the  farm  for  any  year  shall  be  determined  on 

14  the  basis  of  the  actual  yields  per  harvested  acre  for  the  three 

15  preceding  years:  Provided,  That  the  actual  yields  shall  be 

16  adjusted  by  the  Secretary  for  abnormal  yields  in  any  year 

17  caused  by  drought,  flood,  other  natural  disaster,  or  condition 

18  beyond  the  control  of  the  cooperator.  If  the  Secretary  de- 

19  tcrmines  that  the  persons  involved  in  producing  rice  on 

20  a  farm  are  prevented  from  planting  all  or  any  portion  of 

21  the  acres  of  the  producer  or  farm  acreage  allotment  to 

22  rice  or  other  nonconserving  crop,  because  of  droughts,  flood, 

23  or  other  natural  disaster  or  condition  beyond  the  control 

24  of  the  producer,  the  rate  of  payment  with  regard  to  such 

25  acres  so  affected  shall  be  the  larger  of  (A)  the  foregoing 
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1  rate,  or  (B)  one-third  of  the  established  price,  except  that 

2  the  Secretary  shall  make  no  payment  pursuant  to  this 

3  sentence  on  a  farm  from  which  acres  were  transferred  under 

4  section  352  (d)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938 

5  with  respect  to  the  transferred  acreage.  If  the  Secretary  de- 

6  termines  that,  because  of  such  disaster  or  condition,  the  total 

7  quantity  of  rice  which  the  persons  involved  in  producing  rice 

8  are  able  to  harvest  on  any  farm  is  less  than  66f  per  centum 

9  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  times  the  yield  of  rice  estab- 

10  lished  for  the  farm,  the  rate  of  payment  for  the  deficiency  in 

11  production  below  100  per  centum  shall  be  the  larger  of  (A) 

12  the  foregoing  rate,  or  (B)  one-third  of  the  established  price, 

13  Any  payment  made  under  the  previous  two  sentences  with 

14  regard  to  acres  transferred  under  section  352  (d)  of  the  Ag- 

15  ricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  shall  be  calculated  with 

16  respect  to  the  farm  yield  established  on  the  farm  to  which 

17  such  acres  were  transferred. 

18  "  (5)  (A)  The  Secretaiy  shall  provide  for  a  set-aside 

19  of  cropland  for  a  crop  of  rice  if  he  estimates  (without  tak- 

20  ing  into  consideration  the  effect  of  a  set-aside) ,  that  the 

21  carryover  of  rice  for  the  marketing  year  beginning  in  the 

22  calendar  year  immediately  following  the  calendar  year  in 

23  which  such  crop  will  be  grown  will  exceed  15  per  centum 

24  of  the  total  supply  of  rice  for  the  marketing  year  beginning 

25  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  crop  will  be  grown.  The 
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1  Secretary  shall  make  a  preliminary  determination  prior  to 

%  the  begin ning  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  crop  will 

3  be  grown  and  a  final  determination  not  later  than  April  1 

4  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  crop  is  grown  of  whether 

5  a  set-aside  shall  be  in  effect  and,  if  so,  the  acreage  of  crop- 

6  land  required  to  be  set  aside.  The  determinations  and  esti- 

7  mates  on  which  they  are  based  shall  be  published  in  the 

8  Federal  Kegister  at  the  time  they  are  made.  If  a  set-aside 

9  of  cropland  is  in  effect  under  this  paragraph  then,  as  a  condi- 

10  tion  of  eligibility  for  payments,  loans  and  purchases  under 

11  this  subsection,  the  cooperators  must  set  aside  and  devote 

12  to  conservation  uses  an  acreage  of  cropland  equal  to  (i) 

13  such  percentage  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  as  may  be 

14  specified  by  the  Secretary  (not  to  exceed  30  per  centum 

15  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment) ,  plus,  if  required  by  the 

16  Secretary,  (ii)  the  acreage  of  cropland  on  the  farm  devoted 

17  in  preceding  years  to  soil  conserving  uses,  as  determined  by 

18  the  Secretary.  The  Secretary  shall  permit  cooperators  to 

19  plant  and  graze  sweet  sorghum  on  set-aside  acreage.  The 

20  Secretary  may  permit,  subject  to  such  terms  and  conditions 

21  as  lie  may  prescribe,  all  or  any  part  of  the  set-aside  acreage 

22  to  be  devoted  to  hay  and  grazing  or  the  production  of  guar, 

23  sesame,  safnower,  sunflower,  castor  beans,  mustard  seed, 

24  crambe,  plantago  ovato,  flaxseed,  triticale,  oats,  rye,  or  other 

25  commodity,  if  he  determines  that  such  production  is  needed 
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1  to  provide  an  adequate  supply  of  such  commodities,  is  not 

2  likely  to  increase  the  cost  of  the  price  support  program,  and 

3  will  not  adversely  affect  farm  income. 

4  "  (B)   To  assist  in  adjusting  the  acreage  of  rice  to 

5  desirable  goals,  the  Secretary  may  make  land  diversion 

6  payments,  in  addition  to  the  payments  authorized  in  para- 

7  graph  (3)  of  this  subsection,  to  cooperators  on  a  farm  who, 

8  to  the  extent  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  devote  to  approved 

9  conservation  uses  an  acreage  of  cropland  on  the  farm  in  addi- 

10  tion  to  that  required  to  be  devoted  under  subparagraph  (A) 

11  of  this  paragraph.  The  land  diversion  payments  for  a  farm 

12  shall  be  at  such  rate  or  rates  as  the  Secretary  determines 

13  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  taking  into  consideration  the  diver- 

14  sion  undertaken  by  the  cooperator  and  the  productivity  of 

15  the  acreage  diverted.  The  Secretary  shall  limit  the  total 

16  acreage  to  be  diverted  under  agreements  in  any  county 

17  or  local  community  so  as  not  to  adversely  affect  the  economy 

18  of  the  county  or  local  community. 

19  "(6)   The  rice  program  formulated  under  this  sub- 

20  section  shall  require  the  cooperators  to  take  such  measures 

21  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  to  protect  the  set- 

22  aside  acreage  and  the  additional  diverted  acreage  from  ero- 

23  sion,  insects,  weeds,  and  rodents.  Such  acreage  may  be 

24  devoted  to  wildlife  food  plots  or  wildlife  habitat  in  conform- 

25  ity  with  standards  established  by  the  Secretary  in  consulta- 
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1  tion  with  wildlife  agencies.  The  Secretary  may  pay  an  ap- 

2  propriate  share  of  the  cost  of  practices  designed  to  carry  out 

3  the  purposes  of  the  foregoing  sentences.  The  Secretary  may 

4  provide  for  an  additional  payment  on  such  acreage  in  the 

5  amount  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  appropriate  in 

6  relation  to  the  benefit  to  the  general  public  if  the  co-operator 

7  agrees  to  permit,  without  other  compensation,  access  to  ajl 

8  or  such  portion  of  the  farm  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe 

9  by  the  general  public,  for  hunting,  trapping,  fishing,  and 

10  hiking,  subject  to  applicable  State  and  Federal  regulations. 

11  "(7)  If  the  operator  of  the  farm  desires  to  participate 

12  in  the  program  formulated  under  this  subsection,  he  shall 

13  file  his  agreement  to  do  so  no  later  than  such  date  as  the 

14  Secretary  may  prescribe.  Payments  under  this  subsection 

15  shall  be  made  available  to  cooperators  on  such  farm  only 

16  if  such  cooperators  set  aside  and  devote  to  approved  soil 

17  conserving  uses  an  acreage  on  the  farm  equal  to  the  number 

18  of  acres  which  the  operator  of  the  farm  agrees  to  set  aside 

19  and  devote  to  approved  soil  conserving  uses,  and  the  agree- 

20  ment  shall  so  provide.  The  Secretary  may,  by  mutual  agree- 

21  ment  with  the  cooperators  on  the  farm,  terminate  or  modify 

22  any  such  agreement  entered  into  pursuant  to  this  subsection 

23  if  he  determines  such  action  necessary  because  of  any  emer- 

24  gency  created  by  drought  or  other  disaster,  or  in  order  to 

25  alleviate  a  shortage  in  the  supply  of  rice. 


61 


14 

1  "  (8)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  adequate  safeguards 

2  to  protect  the  interests  of  tenants  and  sharecroppers  including 

3  provision  for  sharing,  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis,  in  pay- 

4  ments  under  this  subsection. 

5  "(9)  In  the  case  in  which  the  failure  of  a  cooperator 
g  to  comply  fully  with  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  pro- 
rj  gram  formulated  under  this  subsection  precludes  the  making 
g  of  loans,  purchases,  and  payments,  the  Secretary  may,  never- 
9  theless,  make  such  loans,  purchases,  and  payments  in  such 

10  amounts  as  he  determines  to  be  equitable  in  relation  to  the 

H  seriousness  of  the  default. 

12  "  (10)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  issue  such  regu- 

13  lations  as  he  determines  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions 

14  of  this  subsection. 

15  "(11)    The  Secretary  shall  carry  out  the  program 

16  authorized  by  this  subsection  through  the  Commodity  Credit 

17  Corporation. 

18  "(12)  The  provisions  of  subsection  8(g)  of  the  Soil 

19  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  (relating  to  as- 

20  signment  of  payments)  shall  apply  to  payments  under  this 

21  subsection. 

22  "(13)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law — 

23  "(A)  The  total  amount  of  payments  which  a  person 

24  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  during  a  crop  year  under  the 

25  rice  program  shall  not  exceed  $55,000. 
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3  "(B)  The  term  'payments'  as  used  in  this  paragraph 

2  shall  not  include  loans  or  purchases,  or  any  part  of  any  pay- 

3  ment  which  is  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  represent 

4  compensation  for  resource  adjustment  or  public  access  for 

5  recreation. 

6  "(C)  If  the  Secretary  determines  that  the  total  amount 

7  of  payments  which  will  be  earned  by  any  person  under  the 

8  program  in  effect  for  any  crop  will  be  reduced  under  this 

9  section,  the  set-aside  acreage  for  the  farm  or  farms  on  which 

10  such  persons  will  be  sharing  in  payments  earned  under  such 

11  program  shall  be  reduced  to  such  extent  and  in  such  man- 

12  ner  as  the  Secretary  determines  will  be  fair  and  reasonable 

13  in  relation  to  the  amount  of  the  payment  reduction. 

14  "(D)  The  Secretary  shall  issue  regulations  defining  the 

15  term  'person'  and  prescribing  such  rules  as  he  determines 

16  necessary  to  assure  a  fair  and  reasonable  application  of  such 

17  limitation:  Provided,  That  the  provisions  of  this  paragraph 

18  which  limit  payments  to  any  person  shall  not  be  applicable 

19  to  lands  owned  by  States,  political  subdivisions,  or  agencies 

20  thereof,  so  long  as  such  lands  are  farmed  primarily  in  the 

21  direct  furtherance  of  a  public  function,  as  determined  by 

22  the  Secretary.  The  rules  for  determining  whether  corpora- 

23  tions  and  their  stockholders  may  be  considered  as  separate 

24  persons  shall  be  in  accordance  with  the  regulations  issued 

25  by  the  Secretary  on  December  18,  1970.". 
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1  SUSPENSION  OF  MARKETING  QUQTAS  AND  OTHER 

2  PROVISIONS 

3  Sec.  103.  Sections  353,  354,  355,  and  356  of  the  Agri- 

4  cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  shall  not  be  applicable  to 

5  the  1976  and  1977  crops  of  rice. 

6  TITLE  II— RICE  RESEARCH 

7  Sec.  201.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may,  under 

8  rules  prescribed  by  such  Secretary,  carry  out  regional  and 

9  national  research  programs  with  regard  to  rice  for  the  fol- 

10  lowing  purposes : 

11  ( 1 )  to  reduce  fertilizer  and  herbicide  usage  in  excess 

12  of  production  needs ; 

13  (2)  to  develop  varieties  of  rice  more  susceptible  to 

14  complete  fertilizer  utilization ; 

15  (3)  to  improve  the  resistance  of  rice  plants  to  dis- 

16  ease  and  to  enhance  their  conservation  and  environ- 

17  mental  qualities ; 

18  (4)  to  increase  the  usage  of  rice  and  its  processing 

19  byproducts ; 

20  (5)  to  develop  better  husbandry  practices  in  pro- 

21  duction  and  conservation  of  rice ; 

22  (6)  to  develop  more  efficient  rice  shortage  practices; 

23  (7)  to  improve  domestic  and  international  market- 

24  ing  of  rice ;  and 

25  (8)  to  benefit  the  general  welfare. 
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1  (b)  The  Secretary  shall,  in  implementing  the  program 

2  authorized  in  subsection  (a),  utilize  the  technical  and  re- 

3  lated  services  of  appropriate  Federal,  State,  local  govern- 

4  mental,  and  private  agencies. 

5  (c)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  not  more 

6  than  $1,000,000  for  any  fiscal  year  to  carry  out  the  pro- 

7  visions  of  this  section. 

8  TITLE  III— MISCELLANEOUS 

9  UNUSED  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS 

10  Sec.  301.  Section  377  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 

11  Act  of  1938  shall  not  be  applicable  to  the  1976  and  1977 

12  crops  of  rice. 

13  FINALITY  OF  FARMERS'  PAYMENTS  AND  LOANS 

14  Sec.  302.  Effective  only  with  respect  to  the  1976  and 

15  1977  crops  of  rice,  section  385  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust- 

16  ment  Act  of  1938  is  amended  in  the  first  sentence  thereof 

17  by  inserting  immediately  after  "cotton  set-aside  program/' 

18  the  following:  "payments  under  the  rice  program  author- 

19  ized  by  section  101  (g)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,". 

20  DEFINITION  OF  COOPERATOR 

21  Sec.  303.  Section  408  (b)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 

22  1949  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of 

23  the  first  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  follow- 

24  ing:  ":  Provided  further,  That  for  the  1976  and  1977 

25  crops  of  rice,  a  cooperator  shall  be  a  person  who  has  a  rice 
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1  acreage  allotment  and,  if  a  set-aside  is  in  effect,  who  has  set 

2  aside  any  acreage  required  under  section  101  (g) .". 

3  CONFORMING  AMENDMENT 

4  Sec.  304.  Effective  only  with  respect  to  the  1976  and 

5  1977  crops  of  rice,  section  408  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 

6  1949  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  folio w- 

7  ing  new  subsection : 

8  "Reference  to  Terms  Made  Available  to  Rice 

9  "  (m)  Reference  made  in  sections  402,  403,  406,  407, 

10  and  416  to  terms  'support  price',  'level  of  support',  and  'level 

11  of  price  support'  shall  be  considered  to  apply  as  well  to  the 

12  level  of  loans  and  purchases  for  rice  under  this  Act,  and 

13  references  made  to  the  terms  'price  support',  'price  support 
!4  operation',  and  'price  support  program'  in  such  sections  and 

15  in  section  401  (a)  shall  be  considered  as  applying  as  well 

16  to  the  loan  and  purchase  operations  for  such  rice  in  this 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 
WASHINGTON.  D.  C.  20250 

Honorable  Thomas  S.  Foley 
Chairman,  Committee  on 

Agriculture 
House  of  Representatives 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

In  view  of  the  need  for  new  rice  legislation  and  the  importance  of  early 
enactment,,  the  Department  is  submitting  herewith  its  views  on  three 
provisions  of  H.  R.  8529,  "The  Rice  Production  Act  of  1975".  These 
provisions  are  in  section  102,  which  amends  section  101  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  by  adding  subsection  (g).    The  three  provisions  are: 

Sec.  101  (g)  (1)  and  (2),  which  would  require  the 
establishment  of  the  target  price  and  the  loan  rate 
.  for  the  1976  crop  at  levels  reflecting  $8  and  $6  per 

hundredweight,  respectively,  adjusted  to  reflect 
changes  in  the  index  of  prices  paid,  interest,  taxes, 
and  wage  rates,  from  the  date  of  enactment  of  the 
bill  until  July  31,  1976. 

Sec.  101  (g)  (4),  which  relates  to  disaster  payment 
requirements. 

1  Sec.  101  (g)  (5),  which  would  require  a  cropland  set- 

aside  for  rice  in  any  marketing  year  for  which  the 
ending  year  carryover  is  estimated  to  exceed 
15  percent  of  the  total  supply. 

Base  rates  for  the  target  price  and  loan  level  of  $8  and  $6,  respectively, 
are  believed  to  be  more  than  adequate  to  maintain  farm  income  and 
provide  interim  financing  of  the  rice  crop.    These  rates  are  well  in 
excess  of  average  production  costs.    To  immediately  escalate  them  to 
even  higher  levels  — as  proposed  in  H.  R.  8529  — would  establish  1976 
crop  rates  in  excess  of  requirements,  and  out  of  line  with  target  prices  for 
other  commodities.  Rates  at  these  levels  could  artifically  stimulate 
production  of  rice  above  prospective  requirements,  and  thus  increase  the 
likelihood  of  acquisition  of  excess  production  by  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation.    The  Department  is  opposed  to  escalation  of  target  and 
loan  levels  commencing  with  the  1976  rice  crop. 

The  Department  remains  opposed  to  mandatory  disaster  payment 
provisions  such  as  those  embodied  in  the  Agriculture  and  Consumer 
Protection  Act  of  1973,  and  which  have  been  included  in  H.  R.  8529  as 
well.    In  lieu  of  such  provisions,  the  Department  favors  legislation  such 
as  that  which  has  been  introduced  as  S.  1647.    S.  1647  would  substitute 
an  expanded  crop  insurance  program  for  disaster  provisions,  and  would 
encourage  private  underwriters  to  offer  all-risk  insurance 
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The  Department  is  opposed  to  the  provision  in  Sec.  101(g)  (5)  which  would 
mandate  a  set -aside  program  for  rice  if  the  projected  ending  carryover 
exceeds  15  percent  of  the  total  rice  supply.  The  basic  principle  of  the 
set-aside  concept  is  to  provide  discretionary  authority  to  impose  a  set- 
aside  in  the  event  it  is  needed  to  obtain  an  overall  acreage  and  production 
balance  for  a  number  of  important  crops.  The  wording  of  H.  R.  8529  is 
inconsonant  with  the  more  general  set -aside  provisions  included  in  the 
Agriculture  and  Consumer  Protection  Act  of  1973,  because  it  is  tied 
narrowly  to  rice  and  because  set-aside  is  mandatory  under  certain 
conditions  rather  than  discretionary. 

Finally,  we  wish  to  emphasize  that  the  Department  has  not  changed  its 
recommendations,  as  set  forth  in  H.  R.  5695,  for  a  target  price  of  7  cents 
per  pound  and  a  loan  level  of  5  cents.    Support  at  these  levels  would 
not  only  provide  adequate  price  protection  for  rice  growers,  but  would 
also  eliminate  the  need  tcr  make  deficiency  payments. 

The  Department  strongly  recommends  that  consideration  be  given  to 
amending  the  listed  provisions  to  make  H.  R.  8529  mutually  acceptable. 

A  cost  analysis  for  a  5 -year  period  covering  the  current  rice  program, 
H.  R.  8529  and  H.  R.  8529,  if  amended,  is  enclosed. 

The  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to 
the  presentation  of  this  report  from  the  standpoint  of  the  Administration's 
program. 

Sincerely, 

RICHARD  A.  ASHWOPTH 
Deputy  Under  Secretary 

Enclosure 
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Sunonary:    Net  Government  Outlays  of  Alternative 
Rice  Programs  ' 

197G  Target  Price  hi  $7 
Per  Cwt  -  Loan  Level  at 
$5.00  -  Kstali»tion  of 
Current  Target  for  1977 

Piograwi  H.R.  8529  Subsequent  Crops' 

Def  lei  encv  Parents 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 
5 -Year  Total 

Loans  and  Purchases 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
980 


5-Year  Tnm-i 

1*1-480  Costs 
1976" 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 


5-Year  Total  1,433  1,190  1,190 
Total 

1976  259  274  238 

1977  270  274  238 

1978  283  288  238 

1979  328  309  238 

1980   420   33_7   238 

5-Year  Total  1,560  1,482  1,190 


-Mj.lli.ori  Dollars- 
36 
36 
50 
71 

 99  _  _ 

292" 


28 
99 
127 


259  238  238 

270  238  238 

283  238  238 

300  238  238 

321  238  238 
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Mr.  Mathis.  The  gentleman  from  Louisiana,  Mr.  Moore. 

Mr.  Moore.  I  would  like  to  offer  at  this  time  a  substitute.  It  is  an 
amendment  to  H.R.  8529.  It  is  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute.  Each  of 
you  has  a  copy — H.E.  47-il,  as  introduced  by  J ohn  Breaux  of  Louisiana, 
along  with  a  number  of  others,  referred  to  as  the  Houston  plan. 

I  would  like  to  have  that  matter  considered  at  this  time  and  would 
like  to  have  it  offered  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  to  this  bill. 

[The  substitute  offered  by  Mr.  Moore  follows :] 

Amendment  to  H.R.  8529,  Offered  by  Mr.  Moore 

Strike  all  language  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing language : 

That  section  352  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  193S  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows : 

"NATIONAL  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENT 

"Sec.  352.  (a)  The  national  acreage  allotment  of  rice  for  the  1976  and  subse- 
quent crops  of  rice  shall  be  two  million  acres,  unless  the  Secretary  determines, 
prior  to  December  31  of  the  calendar  year  preceding  the  beginning  of  the  crop 
year  for  which  the  allotment  is  to  be  made,  that  the  difference  between  the  total 
supply  of  rice  for  the  marketing  year  beginning  in  the  calendar  year  preceding 
such  crop  year  and  the  normal  supply  of  rice  for  such  marketing  year  is  greater 
than  20  per  centum  of  such  normal  supply. 

"(b)  If  the  Secretary  makes  the  determination  described  in  subsection  (a),  the 
national  acreage  allotment  of  rice  for  the  crop  year  beginning  after  the  deter- 
mination is  made  shall  be  established  at  a  level  which  will  adjust  the  supply 
of  rice  so  that  a  quantity  of  marketable  rice  will  be  on  hand  in  the  United  States 
at  the  end  of  the  marketing  year  beginning  August  1  of  the  calendar  year  in  which 
the  rice  for  which  the  acreage  allotment  is  being  determined  is  to  be  produced 
(not  including  rice  produced  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  marketing  year 
ends)  which  is  less  than  20  per  centum  of  the  estimated  amount  of  rice  which 
will  be  utilized  in  exports  and  domestic  consumption  during  such  marketing  year, 
except  that  the  national  acreage  allotment  for  rice  for  any  crop  of  rice  may  not 
be  less  than  one  million  six  hundred  fifty-two  thousand  five  hundred  and  ninety- 
six  acres. 

"(c)  For  purposes  of  this  part,  the  term  'normal  supply'  means,  with  respect  to 
any  marketing  year — ■ 

"(1)  the  estimated  domestic  consumption  of  rice  during  the  marketing 
year  for  which  normal  supply  is  being  determined,  plus 

"(2)  the  estimated  exports  of  rice  during  such  marketing  year.'\ 
Sec.  2.  (a)  Section  353(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  is 
amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  the  second  sentence;  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  "an  old  producer"  and  all  that  follows  through  "sec- 
ond sentence  of  this  subsection,"  in  the  third  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "a  producer  or  farm  under  the  first  sentence  of  this  subsection,". 

(b)  Section  353  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  subsection : 

"(h)  The  Secretary  shall  permit  the  owner  and  operator  of  any  farm  for 
which  a  farm  acreage  allotment  has  been  established  to  sell  or  lease  all  or  any 
part,  or  the  right  to  all  or  any  part  of  such  allotment,  to  any  other  owner  or 
operator  of  a  farm  in  the  same  State,  or  to  transfer  all  or  any  part  of  such 
allotment  to  any  other  farm  owned  or  controlled  by  him  in  the  same  State.  The 
Secretary  shall  also  permit  the  person  for  whom  a  producer  allotment  has  been 
established  to  sell  or  lease  all  or  any  part  of  such  allotment  to  any  other  person 
in  the  same  State.". 

Sec  3.  Section  354(a)  of  the  Agriculture  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows  : 

"(a)  Whenever  in  any  calendar  year  the  Secretary  determines  the  national 
acreage  allotment  under  section  352(b),  he  shall,  not  later  than  December  31 
of  such  calendar  year,  proclaim  such  fact  and  marketing  quotas  shall  be  in 
effect,  subject  to  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  for  the  crop  of  rice  produced 
in  the  next  calendar  year.". 
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Sec.  4.  Section  356(a)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows  : 

"  ( a )  Whenever  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  with  respect  to  any  crop  of  rice, 
the  producer  shall  be  subject  to  a  penalty  on  the  farm  marketing  excess  at  a  rate 
per  pound  which  is  equal  to  the  cost  of  production,  as  defined  by  section  108  of 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  per  pound  of  rice  for  the  crop  with  regard  to  which 
the  penalty  is  imposed.". 

Sec.  5.  Section  301(b)  (10)  (A)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938 
amended  by  striking  out  "rice,"  in  the  first  sentence  and  by  striking  out  "10  per 
centum  in  the  case  of  rice;"  in  the  second  sentence. 

Sec.  6.  Section  101  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  the  undesignated  paragraph  in  subsection  (a)  dealing 
with  rice ; 

(2)  by  inserting  ",  except  for  rice,"  immediately  after  "price  support"  the 
first  time  it  appears  in  subsection  (d)  (5)  ;  and 

(3)  by  inserting  "and  rice"  immediately  after  except  tobacco"  in 
subsection  (d)  (3). 

Sec.  7.  Title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  section : 

"PEICE  SUPPORT  FOE  1976  AND  SUBSEQUENT  CBOPS  OF  BICE 

"Sec  108.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  make  available  nonrecourse  loans  and  pur- 
chases for  the  1976  and  subsequent  crops  of  rice.  These  nonrecourse  loans  and 
purchases  shall  be  available  only  to  persons  producing  rice  on  acres  allocated 
under  section  353  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938. 

"(b)  The  amount  of  the  loans  and  purchases  available  shall  be  based  on  the 
following : 

"(1)  the  farm  yield  base,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  of  the  person 
receiving  the  loan,  multiplied  by 

"(2)  the  amount  of  acres  of  rice  produced  by  such  person  on  acres  al- 
located to  him  under  section  353  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1938,  multiplied 

by 

"(3)  the  cost  of  production,  as  determined  under  subsection  (c),  of  the 
rice  produced  on  the  acres  described  in  paragraph  (2). 
"(c)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  'cost  of  production'  shall  mean — 
"(1)  with  regard  to  the  1976  crop  of  rice,  $8  per  hundredweight  of  rice 
or  60  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  for  rice,  whichever  is  higher ;  and 

"(2)  with  regard  to  crops  of  rice  subsequent  to  the  1976  crop,  the  cost  of 
production  for  the  1976  crop  of  rice  adjusted  each  year  to  reflect  changes 
in  a  cost-of-production  index  for  rice ; 
except  that  such  term  shall  mean  50  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  for  rice  with 
regard  to  any  crop  of  rice  for  which  marketing  quotas  have  been  disapproved 
by  producers.". 

Sec.  8.  The  amendments  made  by  this  Act  shall  become  effective  with  the  1976 
crop  of  rice. 

Mr.  Bowex.  The  bill  is,  as  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  pointed 
out,  one  which  I  sometimes  refer  to  as  the  Breaux  bill  or  the  Houston 
compromise.  It  does  reflect  the  views  of  Congressman  Breaux  and  a 
number  of  producers  in  the  south  Louisiana,  Texas,  and  California 
areas. 

After  examining  that  bill  very  carefully  we  put  in  a  good  deal  of 
hard  work  and  effort  in  coming  up  with  the  structure  of  the  present 
bill.  We  feel  we  have  made  major  compromises  and  concessions  to  the 
old  growers  in  terms  of  giving  them  exclusive  target  price  and  loan 
protection  compromises  on  acreage,  on  set-aside,  and  a  number  of 
other  matters. 

The  only  place  where  the  new  growers  are  given  a  concession  not 
contained  in  that  broad  bill  is  in  the  fact  there  is  no  authority  for 
the  Secretary  to  restrict  production.  There  is  no  way  mandatory  pro- 
duction quotas  might  be  placed  upon  rice.  That  is  the  only  victory,  in 
a  sense,  which  the  new  growers  have. 
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Theref ore,  we  feel  we  have  designed  a  bill  which  fairly  attempts  to 
do  the  best  job  possible  for  all  of  the  rice  growers  of  the  country  which 
will  at  the  same  time  insure  to  the  people  of  this  Nation  and  the  world 
who  need  rice  for  survival  that  the  farmers  of  America  will  be  given 
the  freedom  to  plant  rice  if  they  feel  so  inclined  based  on  the  market 
condition. 

With  those  observations,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  indicate 
my  opposition  to  the  substitute  and  urge  we  vote  no  on  the  substitute. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Further  discussion  on  the  substitute  ? 

Mr.  Moore.  I  would  like  to  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  was  worked  out 
over  the  summer  months  since  the  93d  Congress  with  a  number  of 
producers  who  are  already  in  the  business  of  growing  rice.  They  felt 
this  is  the  best  they  could  live  with  the  international  market  situation 
and  domestic  situation  the  way  they  are. 

I  agree  with  Mr.  Bowen  a  good  deal  of  work  has  been  put  into  H.R. 
8529  offered  by  himself  and  the  chairman.  However,  I  think  my  sub- 
stitute is  one  which  has  been  agreed  to  by  the  industry.  The  other  one 
was  found  objectionable  to  many  of  the  rice  producers  in  Louisiana. 

I  met  with  rice  producers  as  late  as  yesterday  and  talked  to  them 
over  the  telephone  and  again  this  morning.  The  "Houston  plan"  is 
one  they  are  willing  to  go  along  with.  They  do  not  feel  it  is  in  the  best 
interest  of  rice  growers,  new  or  existing,  to  go  further  than  that. 

I  would  ask  members  of  the  committee  to  consider  my  amendment. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Without  objection  the  previous  question  is  ordered 
on  the  substitute  offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana. 

Those  who  favor  the  substitute  signify  by  saying  "aye." 

Mr.  Mooke.  I  would  like  to  ask  a  rollcall  vote. 

Mr.  Mathis.  The  Clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Clerk.  Ayes :  Representative  Moore. 

Xays:  Representatives  Jones  of  North  Carolina,  Bowen,  Fithian, 
J ohnson,  and  Mathis. 

Present :  Representative  Findley. 
Five  nays  and  one  aye. 

Mr.  Mathis.  The  Chair  now  notes  the  presence  of  Mr.  Findley  who 
is  a  member  of  the  subcommittee. 

Perhaps  Mr.  Findley  would  like  to  be  recorded  on  the  Moore 
substitute. 

Mr.  Findley  would  like  to  show  that  he  is  present. 
The  Clerk.  The  vote  is  five  nays,  one  aye,  and  one  voting  present. 
Mr.  Mathis.  WTith  one  aye,  five  nays,  and  one  present  the  motion 
fails. 

Are  there  further  amendments  to  the  bill  ? 

Mr.  Findley.  May  I  ask  whether  the  language  now  before  the  sub- 
committee has  the  $55,000  payments  limit  in  it  % 
Mr.  Bowen.  It  is  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  Bor.  The  $55,000  payment  limitation  appears  at  the  bottom  of 
page  15  and  reflects  the  language  that  Mr.  Findley  had  proposed  at 
a  previous  meeting. 

Mr.  Findley.  Very  well.  I  have  nothing  further. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Are  there  further  amendments  to  the  bill  ? 

[No  response.] 

Mr.  Mathis.  Is  there  further  discussion  ? 
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Mr.  Johnson,  I  feel  that  the  Department's  position  with  respect  to 
the  mandatory  set-aside  should  be  made  clear  at  this  time.  The 
Department  feels  that  the  mandatory  set-aside  feature  is  undesirable. 
I  felt  it  was  harmful  to  the  existing  growers. 

We  then  received  word  the  existing  growers  wanted  it  and  I  didn't 
see  it  made  that  much  difference  personally.  I  am  sure  the  matter  will 
be  brought  up  at  the  full  committee  and  I  thought  I  would  alert  the 
subcommittee  to  that  fact. 

Mr.  Mathis.  The  observation  has  been  noted. 

Mr.  Moore.  I  would  like  simply  to  state  again,  having  conferred  as 
late  as  yesterday  with  the  rice  producers  in  the  State  of  Louisiana, 
one  of  the  major  rice-producing  States,  albeit  a  great  deal  of  effort 
has  gone  into  this  bill,  and  certainly  this  is  a  finer  proposal  than  any 
of  the  others,  other  than  my  substitute  which  failed,  the  rice  farmers 
in  Louisiana  are  very  much  afraid,  and  I  tend  to  agree  with  them, 
we  have  not  established  a  need,  nor  the  market  for  additional  rice 
being  grown. 

If  we  open  this  thing  up.  which  we  will  do  at  a  time  when  cotton 
crops  are  not  doing  well,  and  encourage  cotton  farmers  to  convert 
to  rice,  what  we  will  do  is  flood  the  market  with  rice,  bringing  prices 
down,  and  then  later  call  for  amendment  of  this  act  to  help  people 
ruined  by  its  enactment  to  receive  the  protections  the  old  ricegrowers 
get. 

I  think  we  will  see  an  extension  of  this  legislation  and  thus  an 
increase  in  Government  expense  and  Government  involvement  in 
ricegrowing,  which  certainly  is  not  in  the  best  interest  of  the  con- 
sumer, nor  the  ricegrowers.  nor  agriculture  in  general. 

I,  therefore,  feel  my  objection  to  this  bill  is  not  so  much  what  the 
bill  says  now,  but  what  I  fear  will  be  the  case  in  the  future  from  the 
testimony  I  have  heard  and  from  the  inclinations  and  information 
of  people  in  the  rice  business. 

Although  my  district  does  not  grow  rice,  and  my  district  could  grow 
rice  if  the  chairman's  bill  is  passed,  I  still  submit  this  is  not  in  the 
best  interest  of  ricegrowers,  not  in  the  best  interest  of  agriculture  in 
general,  nor  consumers,  nor  the  taxpayers  of  this  country. 

For  that  reason  I  will  oppose  this  bill  here,  and  before  the  full 
committee  and  on  the  floor  of  the  House. 

[Mr.  Mathis.  The  Chair  observes  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  has 
been  a  very  able  adversary  of  any  change  at  all  in  the  rice  program, 
as  has  his  colleague  from  Louisiana,  Mr.  Breaux. 

The  Chair  would  like  to  point  out  to  the  gentleman  that  prior  to  any 
price  supports  being  instituted  or  legislated  for  any  potential  new 
growers  that  it  would  require  a  change  in  the  law  which  would  have 
to  come  before  this  subcommittee  prior  to  the  time  it  went  to  the  full 
committee,  and  the  Chair  will  assure  the  gentleman  he  would  not 
support  under  any  circumstances  that  kind  of  legislation  as  long  as  he 
is  chairman  of  the  subcommittee. 

I  will  also  say  to  the  gentleman  he  plans  to  be  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  for  some  time  if  Democrats  can  retain  a  majority  in  the 
House. 

Mr.  Moore.  Kesponding  to  the  gentleman,  if  I  may,  I  would  hope 
so  long  as  the  Democrats  do  control  the  House  you  do  retain  this  po- 
sition based  on  that  assurance. 
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Mr.  Mathis.  Mr.  Bowen  ? 

Mr.  Bowen.  I  would  like  to  comment  and  agree  with  your  remarks 
on  this  matter  and  point  out  that  we  are  making  an  attempt  to  design 
legislation  that  would  parallel  the  1973  act  language  as  it  applies  to 
other  commodities. 

Of  course,  excess  land  planted  over  allotments  is  not  eligible  for 
payment  under  that  program  nor  would  it  be  under  this.  I  could  not 
foresee  a  situation  for  which  I  would  personally  vote  to  provide  parity 
price  protection  for  all  the  riceland  planted.  I  share  the  chairman's 
position  in  this  respect. 

At  this  point  I  would  like  to  move  passage  of  H.R.  8529. 1  move  Ave 
report  it  to  the  full  committee  for  favorable  consideration. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Without  objection  the  previous  question  is  offered  on 
motion  of  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  Moore.  Recorded  vote,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Mathis.  The  Clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

(The  rollcall  follows :) 

Ayes :  Representatives  Jones  of  North  Carolina,  Bowen,  Fithian,  Findley, 
Mathis,  and  Johnson. 

Nays  :  Representative  Moore. 

The  Clerk.  The  vote  is  six  aves  and  one  nay. 

Mr.  Mathis.  There  being  six  ayes  and  one  nay  the  bill  is  favorably 
reported  to  the  full  committee  with  the  recommendation  that  it  do 
pass. 

Mr.  Fixdley.  Do  you  know  when  it  will  come  up  ? 

Mr.  Mathis.  I  have  no  idea  at  this  point.  I  have  had  discussion  with 
the  chairman  of  the  full  committee.  As  you  well  know  there  are  other 
matters  pending  before  the  full  committee  at  the  present  time  and 
the  full  committee  seems  to  have  a  difficult  time  establishing  a  quorum. 

Unless  there  is  further  business  before  the  subcommittee  we  will 
stand  adjourned  subject  to  call  of  the  Chair. 

[Whereupon,  at  3:25  p.m.,  the  subcommittee  adjourned.] 
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TUESDAY,  OCTOBER  21,  1975 

House  of  Representatives, 
Committee  ox  Agriculture. 

Washington,  B.C. 

The  committee  met  at  10:25  a.m.,  pursuant  to  notice,  in  room  1301, 
Longworth  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  Thomas  S.  Foley  (chair- 
man) presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  Poage,  de  la  Garza,  Vigorito,  Jones  of 
Xorth  Carolina,  Jones  of  Tennessee,  Mathis,  Bergland,  Brown, 
Bowen,  Rose,  Breckinridge.  Richmond,  Xolan,  Weaver,  Baldus, 
Krebs,  Harkin,  Hightower,  Bedell,  McHugh,  English,  Fithian,  Jen- 
rette,  D'Amours,  Wampler,  Sebelius,  Findley,  Thone,  Symms,  Madi- 
gan,  Peyser,  Jeffords,  Grassle}T,  Hagedorn,  and  Moore. 

Staff  present:  Robert  M.  Bor,  counsel;  Hyde  H.  Murray,  counsel; 
John  E.  Hogan,  associate  counsel;  Steve  Allen,  staff  assistant;  L.  T. 
Easley,  press  assistant ;  Xorman  Gay  and  Roxie  Burris,  staff  consult- 
ants, Subcommittee  on  Oilseeds  and  Rice ;  Glenda  Temple  and  Mary 
Jarratt,  staff  assistants. 

The  Chairman.  The  Committee  on  Agriculture  will  come  to  order. 
The  committee  meets  today  for  consideration  of  H.R.  8529.  the  Rice 
Production  Act  of  1975  which  was  introduced  by  Mr.  Mathis,  along 
with  Mr.  Jones  of  Tennessee,  Mr.  Bowen,  and  Mr.  Jones  of  Xorth 
Carolina,  and  has  been  reported  out  by  the  Subcommittee  on  Oilseeds 
and  Rice. 

Before  I  recognize  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee.  Mr.  Mathis, 
to  explain  and  present  the  bill  to  the  Committee,  the  Chair  wishes  to 
note  that  there  have  been  requests  from  a  number  of  individuals  and 
organizations  interested  in  the  legislation  to  speak  in  behalf  of  or 
against  it. 

The  Chair's  response  to  those  requests  was  that,  unless  a  majority 
of  the  full  committee  wished  to  entertain  additional  hearings,  the 
Chair  would  follow  the  established  practice  of  not  having  such  hear- 
ings before  the  full  committee. 

The  Chair  also  indicated  that  he  was  sure  the  full  committee  would 
be  perfectly  willing  to  hear  Members  of  Congress  who  might  wish  to 
make  additional  presentations  to  the  Committee. 

This  bill  is  scheduled  for  further  consideration  tomorrow.  It  is  the 
intention  of  the  Chair,  without  objection,  to  receive  statements  at  that 
time  from  Members  of  Congress  who  wish  to  make  presentations  to 
the  committee. 

It  is  not  the  intention  of  the  Chair,  unless  directed  by  the  commit- 
tee, to  hear  witnesses  other  than  Members  of  Congress,  however,  we 
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will  meet  tomorrow  at  9:30  a.m.,  if  that  is  agreeable,  to  hear  any 
Members  of  Congress  who  wish  to  testify. 

The  Vice  Chairman  advises  me  very  appropriately  that  tomorrow 
is  the  day  on  which  there  will  be  a  Democratic  caucus.  We  will  meet 
at  10  o'clock,  rather  than  9 :30  to  receive  additional  statements.  These 
may  be  presented  in  writing  or  orally. 

Mr.  Mathis. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  inquire  as  to  how  many 
Members  of  Congress  have  expressed  a  desire  to  be  heard  on  this 
subject. 

The  Chairman.  We  have  had  expressions  of  interest  from  three  or 
four  Members  of  Congress. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  two  of  our  colleagues  from 
the  California  delegation  are  here  this  morning.  It  would  seem  to 
me  that  it  might  be  well,  if  it  meets  with  the  approval  of  the  Chair, 
to  hear  from  these  gentlemen  now  in  order  that  we  might  move  on 
this  legislation. 

I  think  it  has  been  probably  unduly  delayed  thus  far.  I  would  cer- 
tainly have  no  objection  to  other  Members  of  Congress  testifying 
tomorrow,  but  I  think  this  would  be  appropriate  for  today.  I  think 
we  could  probably  hear  from  these  Members  today. 

The  Chairman.  The  Chair  would  be  perfectly  willing  to  follow 
that  procedure.  I  think  we  would  have  to  notify  all  the  Members  of 
the  Congress  who  have  spoken  to  me  about  this,  and  offer  them  the 
opportunity  also. 

But  we  have  with  us  today  the  distinguished  majority  whip,  Mr. 
MeFal]  of  California  and  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Subcom- 
mittee on  Water  and  Power  of  the  Interior  Committee,  with  whom  I 
had  the  pleasure  of  serving,  Mr.  Hal  Johnson  of  California. 

Gentlemen,  would  you  prefer  to  make  a  statement  today  or 
tomorrow  ? 

Air.  McFall.  The  statement  that  we  were  to  present  to  you  was  to 
be  made  by  Mr.  Leggett  of  California.  He  was  advised  that  his  state- 
ment would  be  accepted  tomorrow.  We  can  come  back  tomorrow  and 
participate  in  his  statement. 

The  Chairmax.  We  would  be  happy  to  hear  from  you  at  that  time. 

Without  objection,  the  committee  has  placed  before  it  the  bill  H.R. 
8529.  Without  objection  the  gentleman  from  Georgia,  Mr.  Mathis, 
the  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Oilseeds  and  Rice,  will  be 
recognized  for  10  minutes. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Thank  yon,  Mr.  Chairman.  Every  member  of  the  com- 
mittee had  before  him'the  analysis  of  the  bill  H.R.  8529  which  your 
Subcommittee  on  Oilseeds  and  Rice  held  hearings  on  early  this  year. 
Many  members  of  the  Committee  will  remember  that  last  year  we  had 
a  very  similar  problem  and  a  series  of  hearings  before  the  Subcom- 
mittee on  Oilseeds  and  Rice,  and  then  we  reported  a  rice  bill  which 
was  similar,  but  not  in  any  way  identical  with  the  one  that  is  before 

ustodav.  ,      -  n  j 

We  ran  into  problems  in  the  full  House  last  year,  therefore  we  find 
ourselves  still  dealing  with  the  problem  of  rice  in  this  Congress.  _ 

The  bill  which  we  have  before  us  is.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  compromise 
bill.  It  does  not  go  neatly  as  far  as  some  advocates  of  change  m  the 
rice  program  would  like  it  to  <ro.  It  goes  farther  than  some  of  our 
colleagues  in  the  House  and  some  of  our  colleagues  on  this  committee 
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would  have  us  go,  who  advocate  and  maintain  with  a  great  deal  of 
authority  that  no  changes  at  all  are  necessary  in  the  current  rice 
program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like,  if  we  could,  to  proceed  with  this 
analysis  and  go  over  it  section  by  section  based  on  the  analysis  sheet 
which  I  think  is  concise  and  well  prepared. 

If  there  are  questions  on  any  section  of  the  bill,  then  we  will  invite 
questions  from  the  members. 

Section  101  of  the  bill  provides  for  a  temporary  program.  It  covers 
the  years  1976  and  1977  crop.  It  raises  the  national  minimum  acreage 
allotment  from  1.6  to  1.8  million  acres.  It  reduces  from  3  to  1  percent 
the  amount  of  State  acreage  allotment  which  may  be  reserved  for 
distribution  to  new  rice  farms  or  producers  and  to"  correct  inequities 
in  existing  allotment  holdings.  It  also  authorizes  penalties  for  failure 
to  plant  allotted  acres  which  we  find  in  most  of  these  bills. 

It  allows  the  selling,  leasing  or  transferring  of  farm  and  producer 
allotments  within  administrative  areas.  Prohibiting  acreage  planted 
in  excess  of  allotments  during  1975,  1976,  and  1977  from  being  used 
in  establishing  farm  or  producer  acreage  allotments  in  any  year  fol- 
lowing that  period. 

Section  102  of  the  bill  establishes  a  target  price  program  for  the 
1976  and  1977  rice  crops  similar  to  the  actions  the  committee  has 
taken  in  the  past.  The  target  price  for  the  1975  rice  crop  is  $8  per 
hundredweight.  The  old  rate  was  $6  per  hundredweight  and  we  have 
an  escalator  provision  that  would  go  into  effect  on  the  enactment  of 
the  legislation  and  would  in  fact  most  likely  raise  the  target  price 
and  the  loan  rate  prior  to  the  time  that  the  1976  crop  is  in. 

The  deficiency  payments,  of  course,  would  only  be  available  to 
those  rice  growers  who  are  growing  under  the  provisions  of  the  law, 
that  is,  those  allotment  owners  who  have  acreage  under  the  1.8  million 
acres  that  will  be  planted  under  the  provisions  of  this  legislation.  Of 
course  they  would  only  be  made  if  the  target  price  received  by  farmers 
during  the  first  5  months  of  the  marketing  year,  and  would  be  avail- 
able only  to  cooperators. 

The  loan  rate  for  the  1976  crop  would  be  at  $6  per  hundredweight 
adjusted  to  reflect  any  changes  in  the  index  of  prices.  That  of  course 
would  be  effective  for  the  1976  and  1977  crop.  The  loans  again  would 
be  available  only  on  the  rice  produced  under  the  allotment  acreage  at 
1.8  million  acres.  We  do  have  a  provision  for  disaster  payments. 

There  is  a  provision  in  the  bill  to  require  a  set-aside  with  the  pro- 
jected carryout  price  for  the  marketing  year.  It  has  been  mandated 
that  the  Secretary  will  set  aside  acreage.  He  is  mandated  under  the 
bill  to  put  a  set-aside  provision  in  the  act,  and  if  that  set-aside  pro- 
vision exists  at  the  end  of  the  marketing  year  

Mr.  Findley.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

It  seems  to  me  that  this  is  a  reasonable 
Department  in  asking  that  that  set-aside  be  discretionary  instead  of 
mandated,  which  would  conform  to  the  1973  act  on  commodities.  Does 
the  gentleman  have  any  comments  on  the  recommendation  ? 

Mr.  Mathis.  I  would  say  to  yon  that  we  debated  this  in  the  sub- 
committee. It  was  the  will  of  ^subcommittee  that  this  be  mandatory 
rather  than  discretionary  on  the  part  of  the  Secretary.  Many  of  the 
old  growers,  and  I  believe  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  concurred 
with  this,  thought  that  this  was  a  better  provision  and  offered  more 
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protection  to  the  old  growers  than  would  a  discretionary  provision 
allowing  the  Secretary  to  have  that  discretionary  authority. 

I  would  strongly  suspect  that  at  some  point  during  the  markup 
there  will  be  an  amendment  offered  at  that  time,  during  the  debate. 

Mr.  Fixdley.  This  is  mainly  to  provide  comfort  to  the  allotment 
holders  who  are  concerned  about  the  expansion  of  the  plan. 

Mr.  Mathis.  I  think  you  are  very  subtley  correct. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  a  date  payment  limitation  of  $55,000  in- 
cluded in  this  bill.  At  the  urging  of  our  friend  from  Illinois,  Mr. 
Findley,  this  was  put  in.  I  think  that  the  subcommittee  is  prepared 
to  stay  within  that  $55,000  figure. 

Section  103  of  the  bill  suspends  the  apportionment  of  national  acre- 
age allotment,  through  the  years  1976  and  1977.  In  section  201  we 
authorize  research.  In  title  II,  section  301,  302,  303,  and  304  are  mainly 
technical  amendments  to  the  legislation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Subcommittee  on  Oilseeds  and  Rice  has  held 
extensive  hearings  on  this  legislation.  In  essence  they  were  continu- 
ation hearings  that  we  had  held  in  the  past  Congress  but  we  did  not 
want  to  settle  for  using  old  testimony,  so  we  did  in  fact  open  the 
thing  up  again. 

Those  who  favor  changes  in  the  program,  as  I  said,  we  heard  from 
them.  We  heard  from  many  people  who  favor  existing  programs, 
and  what  we  have  here  today  is  a  compromise  position  which  I  feel — 
and  I  think  the  members  of  the  subcommittee  generally  feel — we  can 
live  with,  and  this  will  offer  the  consumers  here  and  abroad  the  oppor- 
tunity to  buy  rice  at  competitive  prices  and  still  give  protection,  in 
my  estimation,  to  rice  farmers  in  this  country,  and  gives  us  an  oppor- 
tunity to  go  into  the  world  market  on  a  larger  scale  and  compete  in 
a  very  competitive  way  to  bring  a  favorable  balance  of  payments  and 
continuation  of  our  efforts  to  a  favorable  balance  of  payments  insofar 
as  agriculture  is  concerned. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  have  any  time  left  I  would  like  to  yield  to  un- 
friend from  Mississippi,  Mr.  Bowen,  who  might  have  some  observa- 
tions which  he  might  like  to  share  with  the  committee  as  a  coauthor 
of  the  bill. 

Mi*]  Bowen.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  might  go  into  some  greater  detail 
on  certain  aspects  of  this  legislation  I  will. 

I  would  like  to  begin  by  pointing  out  that  in  2800  B.C.  the  emperor 
of  China  established  a  ceremonial  ordinance  for  rice  planting  and 
those  ceremonies  have  grown  and  proliferated  to  the  point  that  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  administers  them,  and  they  do  con- 
fer courtly  privileges  upon  some  14,323  allotment  holders  in  this  coun- 
try who  have  been  granted  something  which  approximates  a  patent 
to  grow  rice. 

The  legislation  which  governs  the  growing  of  rice  in  this  country 
is  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  as  amended,  set  in  1955 
the  limit  upon  those  who  may  grow  rice.  That  is,  the  allotments  as 
of  that  time  have  been  carried  forward,  and  if  we  continue  the  present 
law  under  which  rice  is  produced  in  this  country  we  are  facing  the 
inevitable  action  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  during  the  cal- 
endar year  in  which  we  are  now  operating,  and  imposition  of  market- 
ing quotas  which  will  bring  about  a  cutback  in  production  from  the 
present  level  of  2.8  million  acres  to  approximately  1.65  million  acres. 
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That  will  result  in  a  loss  of  approximately  $1  billion  in  foreign  ex- 
change to  the  United  States.  It  will  result  in  the  the  increased  price 
of  rice  to  consumers  in  the  grocery  stores  of  America,  by  about  one- 
third  to  one-half.  Conceivably,  based  on  past  history,  the  price  of  rice 
could  double  if  that  happens. 

I  think  most  of  you  can  imagine  what  would  happen  to  some  of  the 
commodities  with  which  you  are  more  familiar  if  you  took  the  entire 
national  production  of  2.8  million  acres  and  you  cut  it  back  by  -il 
percent. 

This  is  what  we  are  faced  with. 

Chairman  Mathis  has  outlined  the  basic  features  of  the  legislation. 
As  he  pointed  out  to  you,  the  legislation  is  a  compromise  bill.  The  De- 
partment would  like  the  lower  figures.  Of  course,  the  Department 
always  likes  lower  figures,  and  we  take  that  into  consideration.  I  feel 
that  the  figures  which  we  have  are  fair  and  are  a  balanced  compromise. 

The  Chairman.  Without  objection,  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
is  recognized  on  his  own  time. 

Mr.  Bowex.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Some  proponents  of  the  legislation  want  a  long-term  bill.  Some 
wanted  permanent  legislation.  It  was  our  feeling  that  because  of  the 
act  of  1973,  which  expires  in  2  years,  that  we  should  make  this  only 
a  2-year  bill  so  that  it  might  be  considered  at  the  time  of  the  expira- 
tion of  the  Agricultural  and  Consumer  Protection  Act  of  1973. 

Hence,  it  is  a  2-year  bill.  There  are  a  number  of  other  compromises 
involved.  The  present  legislation  provides  3  percent  for  allotments 
for  new  growers.  We  have  reduced  that  to  1  percent  as  another  con- 
cession to  the  present  allotment  holders,  just  as  the  2-year  figure  was 
a  concession  to  the  present  allotment  holders. 

We  felt  that  the  payments  limitation  which  we  adopted  is  also  a 
factor  which  would  make  it  attractive  to  present  allotment  holders 
and  the  very  fact  that  the  only  people  who  will  participate  in  the  bene- 
fits of  the  target  price  payments  or  the  loan  will  be  the  allotment 
holders :  and  only  upon  allotted  acres. 

The  new  growers  who  are  in  strongest  support  of  this  legislation  are 
people  who  only  want  the  right  to  grow  rice.  They  only  want  the 
opportunity  to  grow  rice  for  the  market. 

The  old  growers  and  the  people  who  have  the  allotments;  these 
14,000  or  so  people  still  have  target  price,  just  as  under  our  basic 
legislation  of  1973  they  have  participation  alone,  and  only  they,  and 
only  upon  allotted  acres.  They  will  not  be  penalized.  They  will  still 
be  able  to  have  the  right  for  the  use  of  the  loan  and  the  target  price 
payments  even  if  they  go  bej^ond  that  level. 

These  are  some  of  the  basic  .features  in  the  legislation. 

As  I  say,  the  worst  aspect  in  my  opinion  of  continuing  with  the 
present  law  that  we  have  is,  what  is  going  to  happen  to  us  this  year. 

In  December  of  this  year  it  appears  virtually  certain  that  the  De- 
partment will  reimpose  marketing  quotas.  There  is  a  complex  formula 
which  they  use  to  arrive  at  this.  I  will  not  go  into  it  in  detail,  but  I 
will  simply  say  that  everybody  who  has  gone  through  the  exercise 
of  comparing  normal  supply  with  total  supply  has  agreed  that  there 
is  no  way  that  they  can  see  that  the  Department  will  not  impose  quotas. 

I  have  pointed  out  to  you  some  of  the  consequences  that  will  come 
about  for  the  balance  of  payments  if  we  do  that.  For  example,  the 
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rice  growers  of  this  country  have  projected  that  we  will  be  exporting 
2.1  billion  metric  tons  of  commercial  sales  each  year  for  the  next  8 
years.  If  the  Department  imposes  these  marketing  quotas  and  limits 
production  to  allotment  holders  as  they  appear  to  be  determined  to  do, 
then  we  will  have  only  1  million  metric  tons  available  for  export. 

The  consequences  of  this  I  pointed  out  to  you :  a  loss  of  somewhere 
between  $600  million  and  about  $1.1  billion,  depending  on  what  vou 
do  with  the  Public  Law  480. 

In  any  event,  the  consequences  I  think  you  can  see ;  that  the  impact 
on  the  economy  would  be  devastating  if  we  continue  with  the  current 
law. 

Mr.  Peyser.  Will  the  gentleman  yield  ? 
Mr.  Bowex.  Yes. 

Mr.  Peyser.  I  simply  want  to  say  that  on  this  legislation  I  think 
the  subcommittee  has  certainly  made  a  major  step  forward.  While  ob- 
viously it  may  not  be  everything  that  I  feel  ought  to  be  in  the  legisla- 
tion, I  feel  it  is  a  major  step  forward  and  one  I  hope  that  will  be 
passed  by  this  committee.  I  am  hopeful  that  we  will  not  have  major 
amendments  which  will  reopen  many  wounds  which  were  basically 
healed  in  a  compromise  of  putting  this  legislation  together. 

I  want  to  compliment  the  subcommittee  at  this  time  and  state  that 
I  certainly  will  support,  both  in  the  committee  and  on  the  floor,  this 
legislation. 

Mr.  Bowex.  Thank  you  very  much. 

The  opponents  of  this  legislation  say  that  the  price  of  rice  is  too  low 
at  this  time.  In  my  opinion,  I  think  the  history  of  rice  prices  should 
be  examined  closely  before  we  jump  to  any  conclusions  that  the  price 
of  rice  is  too  low. 

If  we  look  back  over  the  last  5  years,  you  will  find  that  avery  year, 
on  an  average,  the  price  of  rice  has  increased  from  this  time  of  the 
year — that  is,  September,  October  period,  which  is  the  traditional 
low  point  in  rice  prices  inasmuch  as  it  is  the  harvest  time — has  in- 
creased from  this  period  of  the  }ear  until  June  by  an  average  of  19 
percent. 

In  fact,  some  have  pointed  out  that  they  did  not  realize  the  price 
of  rice  would  be  this  low  in  the  spring,  in  May,  when  we  had  our 
hearings.  The  pattern,  in  fact,  is  a  fairly  consistent  one.  There  is  no 
reason  to  presume  that  it  will  be  strikingly  different,  but  in  any 
event,  there  is  a  market  for  rice  now.  The  price  is,  on  the  average, 
running  at  about  $9  or  slightly  more  per  hundredweight.  On  the 
average  that  means  a  good  bit  more  for  some  kinds  of  rice  than  others. 

There  are  a  number  of  growers  who  have  chosen  not  to  sell  rice. 
They  have  preferred  to  wait.  They  think  the  price  will  go  up.  I  pre- 
sume they  must  think  that.  After  all,  the  support  price  established 
by  law  at  this  point  is  $8.52.  They  have  been  offered  $9  or  more.  If 
they  really  felt  the  situation  was  as  bad  as  they  say  it  is,  why  would 
thev  be  holding  their  rice  ? 

The  only  rational  reason  that  I  can  see  for  a  farmer  to  hold  his 
crop  when  he  is  being  offered  more  than  the  support  price  is  because 
he  feels  that  the  market  price  will  go  higher. 

I  think  that  is  a  rational  presumption  on  the  part  of  rice  growers. 
I  do  believe  it  will  go  higher. 

Mr.  Berglaxd.  Would  the  gentleman  }'ield  on  that  point? 

Mr.  Bowex.  Yes. 
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Mr.  Bergland.  What  and  when  was  the  high  water  mark  on  rice 
prices  ? 

Mr.  Bowen.  Somewhere  in  the  early  part  of  this  year — I  do  not 
have  the  figures  in  front  of  me,  but  maybe  I  can  give  you  some 
estimate. 

The  Chairman.  The  time  of  the  gentleman  has  expired. 

Perhaps  you  can  look  at  your  records  and  advise  him.  I  recognize 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  Findley.  I  would  like  to  express  my  support  for  this  bill  with 
my  congratulations  to  the  gentleman  from  Georgia  who  has  advanced 
it  very  successfully. 

I  voted  to  report  the  bill  from  the  subcommittee,  and  I  wTill  vote 
to  report  it  from  the  full  committee  and  defend  it  as  best  I  can  against 
amendments  when  it  reaches  the  House  floor. 

I  view  it  as  a  step  forward  in  loosening  up  the  ro]e  of  the  Federal 
Government.  Rice  is  one  of  about  three  commodities  that  are  still 
subjected  to  a  very  tight  governmental  control.  The  Federal  Govern- 
ment has  been  passing  out  the  right  to  grow  rice  as  a  franchise  item 
for  about  40  years  now.  This  bill  will  loosen  up  that  franchise — not 
as  much  as  I  would  like,  but  nevertheless  it  will  loosen  it  up. 

It  will  make  it  much  easier  for  further  steps  to  establish  broader 
freedom  to  plant  rice,  and  this,  I  believe,  will  occur  in  future  years. 
Hopefully  rice  will  be  part  of  the  extension  of  the  1973  act  when  that 
time  does  come. 

I  regret  that  peanuts  has  not  been  similarly  treated  by  this  commit- 
tee. Perhaps  that  time  will  come  too. 

As  members  of  the  committee  realize,  I  am  sure,  I  have  long  advo- 
cated the  lower  payment  limit.  I  would  prefer  it  here,  but  I  recog- 
nize this  bill  as  a  stage  in  the  development  of  a  more  rational  Federal 
law  dealing  with  rice. 

I  have  the  feeling  that  no  stage  would  occur  if  the  Congress  were  to 
insist  on  a  much  lower  payment  limitation. 

Mr.  Bergland.  Would  the  gentleman  yield  ? 

Mr.  Findley.  Yes. 

Mr.  Bergland.  Will  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  explain  to  me  why 
rice  payment  limits  should  be  treated  differently  from  wheat  and  corn  ? 
Mr.  Findley.  I  am  glad  to  have  that  question. 

A  good  argument  can  be  made  for  having  the  same  limitation  for 
any  commodity  that  is  under  Federal  law.  That  is  what  I  would  prefer 
if  we  were  dealing  in  an  ideal  world. 

I  expressed  the  view  just  a  moment  ago  that  we  would  not  have  a 
rice  bill  at  all  if  the  payment  limit  were  established  much  lower  than 
that  which  is  in  the  subcommittee  plan  at  this  time.  The  $55,000  was  the 
first  stage  in  establishing  a  limitation  for  wheat  and  feed  grains.  It 
subsequently  wTent  from  $55,000  down  to  $20,000  and  it  may  even  go 
lower  in  the  future.  It  is  at  $20,000  now  and  I  would  expect  in  time, 
perhaps,  during  the  extension  of  the  1973  act,  when  that  comes,  the 
payments  which  will  be  authorized  under  rice  will  be  at  the  same  levels 
as  those  authorized  for  feed  grains.  I  hope  that  will  occur. 

At  this  stage  I  think  it  is  prudent  for  us  to  take  as  a  limitation  the 
same  limitation  which  initially  prevailed  for  feed  grains  and  wheat. 

Mr.  Bo  wen.  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  one  of  the  reasons  we 
dealt  with  this  in  this  fashion  was  that  the  unusual  expensive  nature  of 

80-726 — 76  7 


rice  production  and  the  high  costs  involved,  the  large  size  of  produc- 
tion, and  the  fact  that  there  is  a  rotation  factor  involved.  In  most  parts 
of  the  country  onlv  one-third  of  the  acreage  is  in  rice.  It  is  about  one- 
half  in  California  which  is  a  more  efficient  area. 

Of  course,  the  reason  which  you  gave  being  the  fact  that  this  is  a 
temporary  2-year  bill  which  would  give  us  an  opportunity  to  consider 
it  at  the  expiration  of  the  1973  act. 

Mr.  FtNDLET.  Of  the  two  arguments,  I  prefer  the  latter  argument, 
one  that  I  think  is  more  persuasive.  But  I  recognize  the  points  the  gen- 
tleman has  made. 

I  yield  back  my  time. 

The  Chairman.  The  gentleman  from  Texas,  Mr.  Poage  is 
recognized. 

Mr.  Poage.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  never  a  welcome  position  to  be 
opposed  to  what  a  subcommittee  wants.  Of  course,  this  committee  has 
already  made  up  its  mind.  This  bill  was  decided  a  long  time  ago.  It 
has  taken  2  years  of  hard  work,  and  I  should  congratulate  the  gentle- 
man and  the  industrious  who  have  done  it.  They  have  done  a  success- 
ful job.  There  is  nothing  wrong  with  what  they  have  done,  but  the 
people  who  have  manipulated  this  legislation  to  its  present  position 
have  done  so.  not  with  the  idea  of  lowering  the  price  of  rice  to  con- 
sumers, Mr.  Peyser.  They  have  done  so.  of  course,  with  the  hope  of 
lowering  the  price  of  rice  to  their  particular  industry. 

That  is  their  right  and  their  privilege,  and  there  is  nothing  wrong 
with  doinir  that,  but  if  the  members  of  this  committee  do  not  know 
why  that  bill  is  before  us,  then  you  ought  to  be  sent  to  the  simple 
farm. 

YTe  know  why  this  bill  is  here,  and  vou  ought  to  know  what  this 
bill  is  going  to  do  to  your  industries.  I  do  not  grow  any  rice.  I  do  not 
grow  any  tobacco.  But  I  know  that  this  bill  is  touching  tobacco  just 
the  same  as  it  is  touching  rice.  The  gentleman  from  Illinois  was  frank 
enough  to  admit  it.  Others  have  tried  to  cover  it  up. 

My  people  do  grow  peanuts.  This  bill  is  a  direct  attack  on  the  peanut 
program,  of  such  a  nature  that  I  think  that  within  5  years  it  will 
completely  destroy  the  profitability  of  peanut  production. 

Peanut  production  is  generally  in  the  hands  of  the  smallest  little 
farmers.  Nine-tenths  of  you  here  wave  the  flag  at  the  small  farmer. 
Jf  you  are  interested  in  the  small  farmer,  then  you  are  not  going  to 
vote  to  destroy  that  peanut  industry.  It  means  livelihood  to  more  than 
100,000  of  the  smallest  of  our  producers  in  the  United  States.  It  means 
a  whole  lot  to  them. 

Mr.  Findley,  very  frankly — and  I  congratulate  him  for  his  frank- 
ness— tells  us  that  he  knows  it  will  wipe  out  the  other  programs  just 
as  you  expect  to  wipe  out  the  program  for  rice. 

i  know  that  some  of  you  feel  that  you  will  be  able  to  grow  rice.  You 
have  had  some  200  years  in  which  to  grow  rice  and  your  people  have 
not  found  it  profitable.  They  found  "that  it  was  more  profitable  in 
Arkansas  than  Indiana,  Texas,  and  California.  Of  course  you  can 
grow  rice  on  the  Atlantic  coast  and  they  did  it  before  the  Be  volution. 
But  since  that  time  they  have  not  found  it  profitable.  I  do  not  think 
they  would  find  it  profitable  by  just  lowering  their  price.  The  price 
is  already  down.  The  gentleman  did  not  knoAv  how  much,  but  I  think 
it  is  down  to  about  40  percent. 
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Mr.  Bowex.  If  the  gentleman  would  yield,  the  high  point  was  in 
June  1973  and  1974  when  it  got  up  to  $17.50  on  the  average.  It  has 
been  fluctuating  back  and  forth.  It  is  about  $9  now. 

Mr.  Poage.  In  other  words,  it  has  dropped  almost  50  percent. 

Mr.  Peyser,  how  much  drop  has  there  been  in  the  price  of  rice  to 
your  consumers? 

The  price  to  the  producer  has  dropped  almost  50  percent.  How  much 
benefit  have  your  consumers  realized  as  a  result  of  that  disastrous 
drop  in  the  price  of  the  producers^  product? 

Mr.  Peyser.  I  have  in  front  of  me  the  retail  prices  of  rice  in  the 
marketplace.  The  drop  between  1974  and  1975  has  been  from  53  cents 
a  pound  to  47  cents  a  pound.  I  am  not  that  quick  in  calculating  that. 

Mr*  Poage.  It  is  10  percent. 

Mr.  Peyser.  It  undoubtedly  does  not  mean  that  there  is  as  much 
a  drop  in  the  market. 

Mr.  Poage.  One-fifth  as  much  drop  to  the  consumer  as  there  has 
been  dropped  in  the  price  for  the  producer. 

Mr.  Bowex.  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  the  high  point  I  cited 
was  a  temporary  high  point,  and  was  regarded  generally  as  a  bonanza 
for  the  rice  growers,  where  they  were  making  money  hand  over  fist. 

Mr.  Poage.  Mr.  Peyser's  talking  about  that  too. 

Mr.  Bowex.  "We  have  rice  growers  by  the  thousands  in  Arkansas 
and  Mississippi  and  northeastern  Louisiana  who  can  make  a  profit  at 
$9  right  now,  and  they  are  eager  to  grow  rice. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  come  back  to  the  proposition  that  we  are  trying  to  sell 
this  to  the  public  on  the  idea  that  it  is  something  that  is  going  to  be  of 
great  benefit  to  the  consumer.  That  is,  the  housewife  and  the  people 
avIio  buy  the  rice  to  eat,  not  the  people  who  buy  it  to  use  it  with  barley 
as  a  brew  basis.  All  that  we  are  doing  with  that  is  to  shift  from  barley 
to  rice. 

Any  of  you  who  can  grow  barley  might  as  well  recognize  that,  if 
this  bill  actually  does  what  Coors  thinks  it  will  do — and  I  suppose 
they  know — will  be  to  shift  from  barley  to  rice.  That  is  all  that  it 
will  do.  It  does  not  add  one  bushel  to  the  sales  of  grain.  The  sale  of 
beer  will  remain  the  same.  But  they  will  try  to  use  a  cheaper  product 
than  barley.  That  is  all  that  is  going  to  happen. 

You  are  not  helping  your  consumer.  She  has  gotten  a  10-percent 
reduction  while  there  was  a  50-percent  reduction  in  the  price  of  the 
producer's  product,  and  the  consumer  got  a  measley  10  percent.  Do 
not  tell  me  that  this  is  a  conusmers  bill  because  it  is  not. 

Mr*  Browx.  I  might  compliment  the  vice  chairman  for  his  state- 
ment. I  have  always  respected  his  vast  knowledge  of  agricultural 
commodities  even  though  I  have  not  always  agreed  with  his  analysis 
of  what  is  good  for  the  consumer.  In  this  case  I  believe  that  you  are 
correct. 

Both  for  that  reason  and  for  the  adverse  impact  that  this  is  likely 
to  have  on  the  California  rice  producers,  I  am  personally  going  to 
oppose  this  bill  and  hope  that  a  majority  of  the  committee  will  see 
fit  to  send  it  back  to  the  subcommittee  for  further  consideration. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

I  want  to  review  whv  we  have  a  bill  of  this  kind.  As  Mr.  Findlev 
pointed  out,  we  have  three  programs.  They  are  all  small  programs. 
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They  grow  about  iy2  million  acres  in  each  of  the  three  commodities : 
1,610,000  acres  for  peanuts,  1,600,000  of  rice,  and  about  2  million  for 
tobacco. 

They  are  all  three  fairly  small  programs.  They  are  three  products 
which  50  years  ago  were  known  as  Tobacco  Row.  These  were  poverty 
products.  These  three  products  today  under  our  existing  programs 
represent  some  pretty  able  farmers  and  people  who  are  sending  their 
children  to  school  and  putting  shoes  on  their  feet.  They  did  not  have 
shoes  50  years  ago  before  we  had  these  programs. 

You  did  not  have  them  in  tobacco.  You  did  not  have  them  in  peanuts. 
There  was  not  anybody  growing  rice  except  the  very  largest  farmers. 

That  is  all  we  had  before  we  had  these  three  programs. 

Now  you  come  in  here  and  propose  to  destroy  these  three  programs. 
This  is  not  a  bill  that  is  confined  to  rice.  This  is  a  bill  that  is  striking 
at  three  of  our  farm  programs.  They  are  small  programs,  that  is  true, 
but  they  are  important  programs  and  vital  programs  in  the  areas  in 
which  they  are  operating. 

To  me  it  does  not  seem  to  make  much  sense  to  try  to  wipe  out  the 
effective  and  good  programs  which  we  have,  in  order  to  secure  what? 
To  secure  a  lower  price,  a  price  as  competitive  with  barley,  for  the 
brewing  industry.  That  is  the  only  good  reason  that  has  been  presented. 

I  have  no  objection  to  the  brewing  industry  getting  the  cheapest  price 
they  can  get.  They  ought  to  try  to  get  it. 

But  to  destroy  the  people  of  the  United  States  who  grow  peanuts 
and  who  grow  tobacco  in  order  to  give  a  few  brewers  a  cheaper  price, 
does  not  seem  to  make  verv  good  sense. 

That  is  what  we  have  here,  gentlemen.  I  hope  you  will  keep  it  m 
mind. 

I  know  that  many  of  you  are  committed  to  vote  for  this  bill.  I  want 
the  record  to  show  that  Bob  Poage  said :  "In  1975  if  you  keep  this  legis- 
lation on  the  books,  then  by  1980  there  will  be  no  tobacco  and  no  pea- 
nut programs  in  the  United  States." 

I  want  you  gentlemen  from  peanut  and  tobacco  areas  to  keep  that  in 
mind.  I  may  not  be  here  in  1980  but  }^ou  will  be.  I  do  not  want  to  wish 
you  any  bad  luck,  but  I  think  your  decision  should  bear  in  mind  that 
you  were  warned  as  to  what  you  are  doing  today  to  your  own 
constituency. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  I  recognize  Mr.  Thone. 

Mr.  Thone.  Mr.  Mathis,  I  wonder  if  you  would  respond.  Do  you 
have  the  Department  of  Agriculture  letter  signed  by  Richard  Ash- 
worth  dated  October  20  ?  Would  you  refer  to  the  next  to  the  last  para- 
graph? He  there  refers  to  the  cost  analysis  for  the  5-year  period 
covering  the  current  rice  program,  and  then  under  H.R.  8529  and  IT.R. 
8529  if  amended.  Ashworth  then  attaches  a  summary  which  is  the  last 
page.  Do  you  have  that  before  you,  Mr.  Mathis  ? 

Mr.  Mathis.  Yes;  I  do. 

Mr.  Thone.  I  want  to  understand  the  arithmetic  on  this.  Do  I  read 
this  correctly?  That  under  the  current  program,  the  5-year  total  cost 
would  be  $1,560  million?  That  is,  the  very  last  figure  on  the  chart. 

Mr.  Mathis.  If  we  accept  these  figures  from  the  Department,  yes, 
that  is  my  understanding. 
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Mr.  Thoxe.  Under  your  legislation  H.R.  8529,  the  expenditure  would 
be  $1,482  million,  in  other  words,  a  saving  to  the  taxpayers  of  $78 
million. 

Mr.  Mathis.  That  is  exactly  what  the  Department  is  saying  in  its 
cost  analysis,  but  I  would  point  out  that  all  of  this  is  conditioned  upon 
the  Public  Law  480  cost. 

Mr.  Thoxe.  If  you  accept  the  Departments  estimates,  including 
Public  Law  480,  then  there  would  be  a  saving  of  $78  million? 

Mr.  Mathis.  Yes. 

Mr.  Bowex.  Actually  the  Department's  figures  are  a  bit  inaccurate. 
That  is  not  of  course  unusual.  The  figures  there  for  deficiency  payments 
are  really  not  likely  to  be  such.  In  the  next  few  years  there  will  not  be 
any.  The  $8  target  price,  which  we  have  said  with  the  escalator  on  it, 
lias  present  projections  indicating  that  it  would  add  about  30  cents  on 
to  that,  so  you  have  about  an  $8.30  target  price.  At  that  point  I  do  not 
think  there  is  anybody  in  the  rice  industry  or  anybody  in  this  room  who 
really  believes  that  rice  is  going  to  sell  below  that  point. 

Eight  now  it  is  at  $9,  but  I  think  you  can  scratch  out  that  column. 
There  will  not  be  any  deficiency  payments.  The  way  things  are  pro- 
jected right  now,  I  do  not  know  but  I  suppose  the  Department  has  its 
own  reasons  to  make  it  appear  that  their  program  is  better  than  ours. 
But  I  want  to  make  it  clear  to  you  that  nobody  in  the  rice  industry 
expects  that  to  happen,  and  there  would  not  be  deficiency  payments. 

At  the  same  time,  the  Department  fails  to  put  figures  in  the  column 
for  the  present  legislation,  if  they  had  to  take  over  rice,  which  they 
may  do,  they  would  have  to,  in  the  present  program,  pay  storage  costs. 
They  would  have  to  resort  to  export  subsidies.  They  have  a  variety  of 
administrative  costs  involved  in  the  present  program  which  are  not 
included  there. 

So,  it  is  tilted  just  a  bit.  The  differences  which  we  are  pointing  up 
are  even  greater.  There  is  a  far  greater  saving  with  this  legislation  than 
with  the  present  legislation. 

Air.  Thoxe.  Restated  then,  if  we  passed  H.R.  8529,  and  if  you  are 
correct,  then  there  would  not  be  the  deficiency  payments  and  the  sav- 
ings to  the  taxpayer  under  your  legislation  would  be  $370  million,  is 
that  correct  ? 

Mr.  Bowex.  Yes. 

Mr.  Thoxe.  Yes ;  I  was  using  your  figures. 

Mr.  Bowex.  Then  if  that  is  correct  arithmetic,  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  Thoxe.  I  yield  to  Mr.  Poage. 

Mr.  Poage.  The  whole  cost  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  the  price 
of  rice  is  going  to  drop  substantially  below  what  it  is  today.  Both 
these  sets  of  figures  are  based  on  that  assumtpion.  It  assumes  that  the 
price  will  drop  whether  you  pass  this  bill  or  not.  The  price  of  rice 
is  going  to  drop  substantially.  There  could  not  be  any  deficiency  pay- 
ments if  you  keep  the  price  where  it  is  today  under  the  present  pro- 
gram or  the  new  program. 

Mr.  Thoxe.  I  understand  that. 

Mr.  Poage.  So  the  Department  assumes  that  the  price  of  rice  is 
going  to  drop  way  down.  So  you  do  not  have  to  pass  this  bill, 
Mr.  Peyser,  in  order  to  get  a  drop  in  the  price  of  rice  because  it  is 
coming.  It  is  coming  under  this  bill  or  under  the  present  program. 
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If  you  are  going  to  drop  the  price  of  rice  still  farther  under  this 
bill,  then  you  are  simply  not  going  to  have  the  profitable  operation 
that  the  gentleman  over  here  on  my  right  feels  is  going  to  take  place. 
You  cannot  have  a  profitable  operation  if  you  drop  the  price  below 
a  breakeven  price  where  we  are  now. 

Mr.  Thone.  Mr.  Poage,  for  the  edification  of  a  Xebraskan  who  does 
not  grow  very  much  rice  and  who  has  little  familiarity  with  the  pro- 
gram, let  me  ask  you  this.  Even  if  you  go  for  the  $7  per  hundred- 
weight target  price,  USDA  estimates  that  the  passage  of  this  bill 
will  save  the  taxpa}Ter  $370  million,  does  it  not  ? 

Mr.  Poage.  No ;  that  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  under  the  terms 
of  this  bill  that  the  price  is  going  to  drop.  If  you  carry  the  Depart- 
ment figures  on  out,  then  for  the  present  program  they  also  estimate 
that  the  price  is  going  to  drop. 

But,  if  you  will  compare  his  bill  and  their  estimated  prices  under 
the  new  bill  with  the  present  price,  then  of  course  you  are  going  to 
have  enough  drop  that  you  are  going  to  make  a  substantial  saving 
when  }Tou  reduce  the  payments,  lie  is  going  to  reduce  the  payments. 
He  is  going  to  have  a  $6  loan.  All  of  those  people  in  Mississippi  are 
going  to  get  $6  for  their  rice.  Across  the  river  in  Arkansas  they  are 
going  to  get  $8.  That  is  what  you  are  going  to  have  under  this  bill. 

You  are  going  to  have  a  $6  price  east  of  the  river,  and  an  $8  price 
west  of  it. 

Of  course,  if  you  are  willing  to  take  that  sort  of  thing  and  say  that 
your  people  are  going  to  grow  for  25  percent  less  than  the  man  across 
the  river,  then  I  will  not  say  what  is  going  to  happen  to  anybody  but 
I  do  not  understand  it. 

Mr.  Thone.  Ma}r  I  yield  to  that  man  across  the  river  ? 

Mr.  13 owen.  Let  me  clarify  this  a  bit.  Even  if  the  price  of  rice  stays 
where  it  is  now,  that  is,  on  an  average  of  about  $9,  the  increase  in 
parity  price  for  next  year  will  take  the  support  level  up  to  about 
$9.25  or  $9.50,  so  even  if  it  stays  at  the  level  it  is  now — which  I  say, 
growers  in  my  area  can  produce  with  <a  profit — then  the  Government 
would  have  to  acquire  substantial  stocks  of  rice  at  that  point. 

So,  that  is  the  advantage  of  the  target  price  system  which  we  are 
discussing  here  today.  The  Government  does  not  have  to  acquire 
stocks  of  rice.  It  opens  the  market  for  production,  and  I  think  pro- 
vides a  more  satisfactory  arrangement  for  producers  and  consumers. 

The  Chairman.  The  time  of  the  gentleman  has  expired. 

The  gentleman  from  Minnesota  is  recognized.  Mr.  Bergland. 

Mr.  Bergland.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  need  some  help  here. 

I  know  that  substantial  amounts  of  rice  were  committed  under 
Public  Law  480  and  sent  to  Vietnam  and  Cambodia  during  the  war. 
That  I  think  has  since  disappeared.  LTndoubtedly  there  have  been 
other  factors  worldwide  and  domestically  in  the  production  of  rice  in 
terms  of  carryover.  The  consequence  has  been  a  drop  in  the  price. 

But  what  is  the  situation  in  the  world  market  ?  "WTiat  is  happening 
under  Public  Law  480  and  our  reserve  stocks?  Are  they  building  up, 
what  is  taking  place? 

Mr.  Bo  wen.  Would  you  yield? 

Mr.  Bergland.  Yes. 

Mr.  Bowen.  I  would  point  out  to  you  that  the  world  demand  has 
skyrocketed  in  recent  years  and  our  exports,  for  example,  last  year 
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went  up  48  percent  over  the  preceding  }~ears.  There  are  commercial 
exports.  We  now  supply  one-third  of  the  world's  export  market.  For 
example,  just  to  give  you  a  few  examples  of  countries,  in  the  Middle 
East  last  year  we  sold  700,000  metric  tons ;  we  sold  only  100,000  metric 
tons  the  previous  year,  Iran  went  from  42,000  to  500,000;  Iraq  went 
from  9,000  to  110,000;  the  Public  Law  480  program  is  in  sound  shape. 

We  have  absolved  the  loss  of  the  Cambodia  and  Vietnam  market  as 
though  it  were  not  there. 

The  Department  tells  us  that  they  project  800,000  metric  tons  of 
the  Public  Law  480  program  without  any  difficult}-  this  year. 

For  example,  2  years  ago  the  only  Public  Law  480  rice  went  to 
Vietnam  and  Cambodia.  Now  we  have  neither  of  those,  and  we  have 
easily  found  outlets  for  it,  particularly  Bangladesh,  South  Korea,  and 
the  like. 

The  situation,  I  think,  in  terms  of  the  market  is  a  sound  one.  For 
example,  the  Russians  want  to  buy  100,000  metric  tons  now  that  the 
moratorium  is  off'.  I  do  not  know  what  our  future  is  in  Cuba,  but  if 
they  return  to  the  market  then  thev  would  be  buying  something  like 
200,000  metric  tons. 

If  I  might  just  point  out  this.  The  world  population  is  going  up 
about  3  percent  a  year  adding  about  6  million  to  the  population.  That 
demands  about  7.5  million  tons  of  rice  more  every  year.  The  United 
States  is  really  the  only  place  on  the  globe  that  can  expand  production 
to  meet  that. 

Just  a  simple  1  percent  increase  in  rice  consumption — and  it  is  going 
much  greater  than  this  in  the  world — would  take  the  entire  export 
product  of  this  country  in  rice. 

So  I  feel  the  market  is  solid  and  the  long-term  outlook  is  a  very 
attractive  one  for  rice  growers.  That  is  why  rice  growers  in  my  part 
of  the  country  simply  want  the  freedom  to  grow  rice  without  having 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  restrict  the  production  to  a  very  limited 
number  of  growers. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Berglaxd.  Yes. 

Mr.  Mathis.  You  mention  the  situation  in  Southeast  Asia.  It  is  our 
understanding  that  Red  China  buys  some  200  million  metric  tons  of 
rice  and  we  assume  that  it  will  be  like  Cambodia  and  Vietnam.  That 
takes  the  Thai  rice  out  of  the  market,  and  allows  our  people  to  come 
into  the  marketplace  to  sell  our  rice  there. 

I  would  also  point  out  that  the  rice  we  were  sending  to  Southeast 
Asia  was  title  II  rice.  It  was  a  total  giveway.  Yet  now  we  are  talking 
about  replacing  the  200,000  tons  from  Thailand  with  our  commercial 
rice.  At  least,  that  is  the  word  we  get  from  the  people  in  the  industry. 

Mr.  Berglaxd.  While  we  have  had  acreage  allotments  on  rice  for 
a  long  time,  it  was  my  recollection  that  those  provisions  were  set 
aside  in  the  last  2  to  3  years.  There  has,  in  effect,  been  no  marketing 
quota  and  farmers  have  been  free  to  produce  all  the  rice  that  they 
chose  to  grow. 

Why  have  they  not  responded  to  the  setting  aside  of  the  allotments 
and  increased  the  acreage  ?  Why  do  we  need  the  bill  ? 

Mr.  Mathis.  They  have  responded  and  we  have  more  rice  than  we 
had  before.  I  would  also  point  out  to  some  of  the  opj^onents  of  the  legis- 
lation, that  this  rice  is  being  grown  by  traditional  old  growers  of  rice. 
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It  is  too  expensive  to  come  into  the  market  speculating  on  what  the 
market  might  be.  You  cannot  afford  to  get  the  machinery  necessary. 

Mr.  Bergland.  There  has  been  no  legal  prohibition  against  going 
into  the  rice  production  ? 

Mr.  Mathis.  Not  for  the  past  2  years. 

Mr.  Bergland.  And  this  bill  has  simply  set  aside  the  acreage  allot- 
ment ?  It  would  not  give  them  income  protection.  They  are  not  affected 
by  the  payment  provisions.  What  is  in  there  for  the  new  growers  ? 

Mr.  Mathis.  The  new  growers  are  simply  going  in  and  taking  a 
chance.  I  would  point  out  again  that  with  the  acreage  allotments  being 
raised  this  would  allow  the  old  growers  to  expand. 

Based  on  past  history,  I  would  say  that  many  of  the  old  producers 
of  rice  are  going  to  be  the  ones  to  expand.  This  is  a  2-year  deal.  It  will 
in  fact  expire  at  the  end  of  2  years  and  we  will  revert  back  to  the  old 
pro  or  am  if  it  has  not  proven  itself  in  that  time. 

Mr.  Bergland.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my 
time. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Peyser. 

Mr.  Peyser.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  comment  briefly  on  what 
my  good  friend,  the  vice  chairman,  had  to  say.  He  has  injected  some- 
thing into  this  discussion  that  does  not  relate  to  the  merits  of  this  par- 
ticular legislation.  He  brought  in  tobacco  and  peanuts. 

I  would  like  to  differ  with  the  vice  chairman.  I  believe  for  those  of 
you  who  are  interested  in  tobacco  and  peanuts,  that  this  legislation  is 
the  only  hope  that  the  tobacco  and  the  peanut  people  have  for  the 
survival  of  any  program  by  1980. 

I  say  this  because  this  bill  is  a  compromise  and  at  least  a  reasonable 
step.  I  assure  you  that,  given  my  choice,  I  would  not  pass  this  legisla- 
tion because  I  am  opposed  to  the  concept  of  what  is  involved  here,  but 
I  am  willing  to  accept  it  because  it  is  a  step  forward. 

If  you  do  not  pass  this,  then  the  tobacco  and  peanut  programs, 
believe  me,  are  going  to  be  drastically  changed  in  the  next  2  to  4  years. 
The  public  now  is  becoming  more  aware  of  what  these  programs  em- 
body and  will  no  longer  stand  for  the  existence  of  these  programs  as 
they  are.  This  legislation  wil  probably  give  way  for  tobacco  and  pea- 
nuts to  come  under  some  reasonable  legislation.  Without  this  legisla- 
tion, I  would  say,  again  by  1980,  they  will  not  have  a  program  at  all. 

I  will  also  say  that  it  is  not  my  plan  to  be  here  in  1980  either.  Time 
will  tell. 

However.  I  do  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  consumers  will  not  benefit 
from  the  legislation. 

I  think  that  the  consumer  has  got  to  benefit  by  the  changing  of 
these  programs,  and  by  the  opening  up  on  a  permanent  basis  oi  the 
allotments.  It  gets  away  from  the  statement  of  my  friend  from  Minne- 
sota when  asked  why  people  come  into  this.  The  answer  was 
well  stated  :  The  expense  of  coming  into  this  is  just  too  much  to  make  it 
because  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  might  say  the  next  year  that  it  is 
over. 

So  I  do  think  it  is  necessary,  and  that  the  consumer  will  benefit 
without  any  question. 

I  am  not  fighting  any  battle  for  the  breweries  or  the  major  rice  pro- 
ducers one  way  or  the  other  as  far  as  the  marketplace  is  concerned, 
except  that,  if  they  can  get  a  product  at  a  better  price,  then  the  public 
has  got  to  benefit. 
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I  am  well  aware  of  the  many  discrepancies  which  take  place  between 
what  a  farmer  sells  his  beef  for  and  what  the  consumer  pays  for  it. 
These  are  inequities. 

It  is  my  hope  that  finally  at  some  time  we  are  going  to  get  around 
to  attacking  this  horrendous  situation  of  what  happens  in  the  middle 
when  the  consumer  does  not  get  all  the  benefits  he  should  get. 

He  will  get  benefits  and  this  program  will  be  a  positive  step  forward. 

I  come  back  to  the  other  point.  I  say  to  the  gentlemen  who  have 
an  interest  in  tobacco  and  peanuts  that  without  this  bill  you  are  look- 
ing at  the  true  end  of  any  program  to  help  those  particular  crops. 

I  urge  once  again  that  the  task  of  this  legislation  will  not  suffer  any 
crippling  amendments.  I  think  there  is  a  fragile  balance  at  this  time. 
I  think  it  can  pass  the  House. 

Mr.  Poage.  Will  the  gentleman  yield  ? 

Mr.  Peyser.  Yes. 

Mr.  Poage.  Let  me  address  that  first  point  about  consumers.  If  the 
consumer  gets  the  same  reduction  that  they  have  had  in  the  last  few 
years,  as  the  price  to  producers  goes  down,  then  by  the  time  the  price 
to  the  consumer  gets  down  40  cents,  the  producer  will  be  giving  his 
rice  away,  will  he  not  ?  That  is  a  7 -cent  reduction. 

When  he  got  5  cents  he  got  it  by  producers  taking  a  reduction  of 
nearly  50  percent. 

In  order  to  get  that  next  7  cents,  the  farmer  has  got  to  give  awaj^  his 
production. 

Mr.  Peyser.  I  do  not  agree  with  that. 

What  I  see  is  not  necessarily  that  the  farmer  would  take  less,  but 
that  we  have  to  consider  the  inflationary  impact  and  what  it  has  been 
at  the  retail  level,  which  is  something  the  farmer  has  no  input  into;  in 
other  words  if  the  inflation  itself  can  be  slowed  down,  then  this  will 
have  an  impact  on  the  retail  market.  Further,  if  we  can  work  through 
the  Justice  Department  and  other  areas  to  find  out  what  has  happened 
and  what  is  happening  in  the  middle,  where  we  have  suspected  collu- 
sion and  trust  violations,  then  we  can  get  the  consumer  helped. 

Mr.  Poage.  If  you  can  bring  Heaven  to  Earth  for  the  next  few  years, 
then  of  course  you  can  get  results,  but  my  question  was  not  about 
those  unusual  circumstances.  My  question  is:  If  the  ratio  remained 
exactly  what  it  has  been  in  the  last  few  years,  then  there  would  be 
absolutely  no  return  to  the  producer.  That  is  right,  is  it  not  % 

Mr.  Peyser.  Let  me  point  out  this. 

Mr.  Poage.  Let  us  stay  with  this  question. 

Mr.  Peyser.  I  am  trying  to  address  that  question.  I  see  that  in  1972 
the  retail  price  per  pound  went  to  24  cents,  retai]  for  rice.  That  is, 
in  1972. 

Mr.  Poage.  What  was  the  producer's  price  ? 

Mr.  Peyser.  I  am  coming  to  that.  In  1972  the  producer  price  was 
16  cents. 

If  it  is  16  cents  and  it  goes  up  to  22  cents  then  that  is  a  compara- 
tively narrow  margin. 

That  does  not  relate  to  what  is  happening  today. 

Mr.  Poage.  Producers  do  not  sell  it  by  the  pound,  they  sell  it  by  the 
hundredweight. 

Mr.  Peyser.  I  am  saying  the  spread  has  become  tremendous.  You 
are  exactly  right,  the  spread  is  tremendous  today,  but  I  do  not  think 
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that  changes  the  implications  of  this  legislation.  It  is  not  going  to 
worsen  the  consumer  situation.  That  is  for  sure. 

Mr.  Poage.  May  I  ask  the  gentleman  one  more  question?  It  has 
been  suggested  that  people  who  are  interested  in  rice  and  peanuts  and 
tobacco  had  better  vote  for  this  bill  because  if  they  do  not.  they  will 
not  have  any  program.  He  suggested  if  they  did  vote  for  the  bill  they 
would  have  some  kind  of  program.  What  do  you  suggest  they  would 
have? 

Mr.  Peyser.  I  would  suggest  that  they  would  have  a  program  simi- 
lar to  what  we  can  get  right  here.  Once  again,  I  would  never  have 
proposed  this  kind  of  legislation  because  my  proposals  on  something 
like  peanuts  would  be  far  more  drastic  than  this  particular  program, 
but  I  am  saying  that  for  their  benefit  there  would  have  to  be  a  major- 
ity just  to  give  a  life  in  the  future  for  their  own  program.  I  yield  back 
the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Jones  of  Tennessee.  As  cosponsor  of  H.R.  8529, 1  would  like  to 
associate  myself  to  the  remarks  of  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee, 
as  well  as  the  remarks  of  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi. 

I  think  a  really  good  point  has  been  made,  and  I  stand  as  a  strong 
supporter  of  this  legislation  for  many  reasons,  some  of  which  have 
been  announced  here.  The  need  is  to  increase  rice  production  in  the 
years  ahead. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Will  the  gentleman  yield  ? 

Mr.  Jones  of  Tennessee.  Yes. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Much  has  been  said  this  morning  about  peanuts  and 
the  proponents  of  the  peanut  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  record,  as  chairman  of  the  Oilseed  and  Rice 
Subcommittee  which,  of  course,  has  jurisdiction  over  peanuts  and 
representing  the  congressional  district,  it  probably  grows  more  pea- 
nuts than  anv  other  one  in  the  country,  I  would  sav  I  wish  we  had 
the  problem  that  people  in  rice  did,  because  our  problem  is  over- 
production and  the  lack  of  a  market,  to  be  very  candid  at  this  point. 
And  there  is  no  way  that  I  am  going  to  do  anything  intentional  to 
hurt  the  rice  producers  in  this  country. 

I  wish  I  knew  that  we  could  arrive  at  a  program  that  I  feel  would 
be  as  equitable  as  this  program  is,  or  this  proposal  is,  in  that  it  pro- 
vides protection  for  old  rice  growers. 

Mr.  Findley  pointed  out  that  it  loosens  the  restrictions  on  the  new 
growers  coming  into  the  market,  but  I  repeat  again  at  the  risk  of  being 
redundant,  that  I  feel,  and  I  think  experience  has  shown,  that  many 
of  the  so-called  new  growers  are  in  fact  going  to  be  old  growers  of 
rice. 

I  hope  we  do  not  confuse  peanuts,  tobacco,  and  rice  and  lump  them 
all  in  one  category  because  all  three  programs  obviously  have  prob- 
lems, and  I  would  be  the  first  to  admit  that  we  have  problems  with 
peanuts  and  I  would  hope  that  we  could  find  a  solution. 

I  think  that  a  solution  could  be  found  if  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture  would  quit  dragging  their  feet. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Richmond. 

Mr.  Richmond.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  apologize  for  coming  late  and  I 
apologize  for  not  knowing  as  much  about  rice  as  I  should. 
Lot  me  ask  two  rather  amateurish  questions. 

First  of  all,  the  price  of  rice  as  I  understand  went  up  to  $17  per 
hundredweight  and  now  it  is  down  to  $9  per  hundredweight. 
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The  retail  price  has  only  gone  down  10  percent.  Is  there  any  way 
we  could  get  a  USDA  price  impact  statement  on  the  effect  of  this  bill 
on  the  retail  market  ? 

It  seems  to  me  that  a  50-percent  drop  in  the  commodity  price  should 
result  in  something  better  than  a  10-percent  drop  in  the  retail  price. 

The  Chairman.  The  Department  could,  of  course,  speculate  on  the 
various  factors  that  might  come  into  play  in  relation  to  the  consumer 
prices  at  the  retail  level. 

They  understand  perfectly  changes  in  producer  volume  and  their 
impact  on  the  retail  market.  I  wish  they  would  elucidate  that  relation- 
ship in  the  various  areas  of  food  production,  because  I  think  that  is 
one  of  the  most  perplexing  problems  we  have. 

The  Department  has  not  been  asked  specifically  for  that 
information. 

The  gentleman  of  course  could  request  it  himself  although  I  am 
not  sure  we  could  get  a  response  earl}'  enough  to  help  us  with  this  bill. 
Air.  Bowen.  Would  the  gentleman  yield  ? 
Air.  Richmond.  Yes. 

Mr.  Bowen.  I  could  point  out  this  to  you.  We  do  not  know  what 
would  happen  to  thhe  price  under  this  legislation  because  one  of  the 
virtues  of  target  price  legislation  is  that  the  market  is  free  to  move 
without  being  restricted  or  hampered  by  legislation.  But  we  do  know 
what  would  happen  if  we  continue  under  the  present  legislation.  We 
do  know  for  a  fact  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  will  impose 
marketing  quotas,  and  will  allocate  allotments  and  that  production 
will  be  cut  back  about  40  percent.  We  know  that  for  a  fact. 

If  that  happens  there  is  no  way  that  the  consumer  can  avoid  paying 
a  great  deal  more  for  rice  at  the  counter,  and  there  is  no  way  that 
we  can  avoid  losing  somewhere  from  $750  million  to  $1  billion  in  the 
export  market.  We  know  that.  We  know  that  about  present  legislation. 
We  are  not  certain  what  will  happen  under  this.  We  just  know  that 
the  market  will  move  in  certain  ways. 

We  think  that  on  the  basis  of  price  history  the  $9  we  have  here 
might  go  up  somewhat.  It  may  not  go  up  to  the  high  point  that  it 
has  been  at  before,  but  I  think  that  is  about  all  the  Department  can 
tell  you  about  it. 

Air.  Richmond.  On  the  other  hand  there  is  a  substantial  surplus. 

Mr.  Bowen.  It  depends  on  how  you  define  a  surplus.  The  carryover 
was  only  7  million  hundredweight  which  is  not  high.  The  Department 
has  a  history  of  overestimating  carrvovers.  Last  vear  thev  thought 
there  was  going  to  be  27  million  hundredweight  carryover,  but  it 
turned  out  thev  made  a  small  error.  There  was  onlv  a  7-rnillion  carry- 
over.  They  make  that  kind  of  error  consistently. 

That  is  not  high.  Most  people  in  industry  consider  that  the  10  mil- 
lion carryover  as  normal.  As  the  market  expands,  the  carryover  will 
expand  to  adjust. 

Mr.  Richmond.  If  I  ma}'  address  one  other  question  to  Mr.  Mathis, 
let  me  sav  this.  On  everv  other  commodity  that  we  have  discussed  in 

%j  «/  t/ 

this  committee,  the  payment  limitation  has  been  $20,000  per  person. 
Whv  would  you  establish  a  $55,000  limit  for  rice?  This  is  an  obvious 
inequity. 

The  Chairman.  That  question  was  addressed  before  you  came  in. 
Would  Air.  Mathis  respond  ? 
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Mr.  Matiiis.  The  author  of  the  amendment  is  Mr.  Findley  who  has 
been  a  consistent  advocate  of  a  limitation.  He  feels,  and  the  majority 
of  the  members  of  the  subcommittee  felt,  that  this  was  a  step  in  the 
right  direction.  There  has  been  no  limitation.  He  articulated  also  that 
as  a  political  step  this  could  get  it  moving.  If  you  want  changes  in  the 
rice  program,  constructive  changes  such  as  the  subcommittee  feels,  I 
would  strongly  urge  the  gentleman  to  support  the  $55,000  limitation. 
If  he  does  not,  and  wants  to  make  it  more  restrictive,  then  he  is  going 
to  lose  the  support  of  many  of  the  members  who  have  tried  to  arrive 
at  some  kind  of  compromise,  some  kind  of  reasonable  position  on  the 
rice  legislation. 

Mr.  NoLiAx.  Will  the  gentleman  from  Georgia  yield  for  a  couple 
of  questions'? 

When  we  took  up  soybeans  we  had  comments  from  the  major  uni- 
versities as  to  what  the  actual  cost  of  the  actual  commodity  was. 
Would  you  have  airy  similiar  kinds  of  figures  for  an  average  sized 
family  at  current  rates  of  interest?  What  are  the  costs  of  production 
or  rice? 

Mr.  Mathis.  They  vary  from  section  to  section  in  the  country.  I 
do  not  have  those  figures  before  me,  but  I  believe  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  has  some  figures. 

Mr.  Bowex.  As  you  know,  this  varies  a  great  deal.  I  have  a  study 
that  Texas  A.  &  M.  has  conducted.  I  have  great  respect  for  that  out- 
standing land  grant  institution,  and  they  have  done  a  study  on  the 
major  rice-growing  States  in  which  they  estimate  that  the  net  return, 
that  is,  the  profit  per  acre  is  approximately  the  following,  based  on 
normal  production  and  based  on  the  $9  price  that  we  are  talking 
about,  which  we  feel  is  a  low  price. 

At  that  figure  they  estimate  that  the  State  of  California  has  a 
return  of  $257  an  acre,  in  Texas  $116  an  acre,  and  Louisiana  $112  an 
acre,  in  Arkansas  $172  an  acre,  and  in  Mississippi  $149  an  acre.  Many 
people  in  other  commodities  would,  I  think,  feel  that  that  was  quite  an 
adequate  return  in  terms  of  net  return  in  income.  I  happen  to  feel 
it  is.  and  I  think  the  farmers  in  my  part  of  the  country  feel  that  it  is. 

There  are  a  variety  of  other  figures  I  could  give  you,  if  you  would 
like. 

Mr.  Berglaxd.  Would  the  gentleman  yield  on  that  point  ? 
Mr.  Nolax.  Yes. 

Mr.  Berglaxd.  How  much  could  the  price  of  rice  drop  before  that 
profit  is  wiped  out?  What  are  we  talking  about?  What  is  the  yield 
per  acre  per  State  ? 

Mr.  Bowex.  I  just  picked  the  present  price  of  rice.  I  suspect  this. 
I  could  do  the  mathematical  projects  and  figure  out  what  the  $8  or 
$7  per  hundredweight  would  be. 

Mr.  Berglaxd.  I  would  appreciate  that. 

Mr.  Nolan.  I  would  likewise  appreciate  that. 

I  have  another  question.  I  see  there  is  provision  for  disaster 
payments. 

How  were  they  computed,  and  at  what  price  per  pound,  or  hundred- 
weight are  the  payments  made  ? 

Mr.  Bowex.  The  disaster  payment  provision  is  exactly  the  same  as 
all  other  legislation.  The  language  is  the  same. 
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The  Chairmax.  Let  me  interrupt,  if  I  may.  We  will  take  a  moment 
to  have  the  reporter  change  his  tape. 
I  recognize  Mr.  Bor. 

Mr.  Bor.  The  disaster  payments  are  discussed  on  pages  9  and  10  of 
the  bill.  The  rate  of  payment  is  the  larger  of  the  deficiency  payment 
or  one-third  of  the  established  price,  which  is  $S  per  hundredweight, 
so  it  would  be  essentially  one-third  of  $8  per  hundredweight. 

Mr.  Bowex.  This  is  the  same  as  the  1973  act  ? 

Mr.  Bor.  Yes. 

Mr.  Bowex.  It  is  the  same  as  several  other  areas. 

The  Chairmax.  It  is  the  same  as  the  feed  grains. 

Mr.  Bedell.  Is  that  based  on  planted  acres  or  allotted  acres  ? 

Mr.  Bor.  Allotted  acres. 

Mr.  Xolax.  I  have  one  other  question.  There  is  a  $1  million  authori- 
zation for  research.  Do  you  have  any  idea  what  amount  has  been 
spent  on  research  by  growers  associations  or  State  universities,  or  the 
USD  A  under  a  similar  authorization  ? 

Mr.  Bowex.  Can  we  ask  the  statf  ? 

The  Chairmax.  Would  you  restate  the  question? 

Mr.  Xolax.  There  is  a  $1  million  authorization  for  research  and  I 
was  wondering  if  anybody  had  any  figures  on  how  much  money  was 
currently  being  spent  on  research  by  growers  associations,  State  uni- 
versities, and  the  like,  and  perhaps  the  USDA  under  some  other 
authorization. 

The  Chairmax.  The  staff  will  be  instructed  to  obtain  that  infor- 
mation today  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  to  make  it 
available. 

Mr.  Xolax.  That  concludes  my  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 
The  Chairmax.  Mr.  Bedell. 

Mr.  Bedell.  We  just  talked  about  the  disaster  payments.  Would 
they  be  applicable  to  the  people  who  had  not  been  in  the  past  allot- 
ment, or  would  the}-  not  be  applicable  to  the  new  people  under  this 
act? 

Mr  Bor.  The  only  people  who  would  be  entitled  to  payments, 
whether  they  be  disaster  payments  or  deficiency  payments,  would  be 
the  holders  of  allotments. 

Mr.  Bedell.  I  have  another  question.  Are  these  primarily  family 
farms,  or  are  they  large  corporate  farms  generally?  What  is  the 
makeup  of  the  normal  rice  producer  ? 

Mr.  Bowex.  The  average  size  is  600  acres.  You  might  compare  that 
with  farms  in  your  part  of  the  country. 

Mr.  Bedell.  Is  that  the  size  of  the  farm,  or  total  acres  planted? 

Mr.  Bowex.  I  could  call  them  family  farms.  It  is  hard  to  define. 

Mr.  Bedell.  Is  600  acres  the  total  planted  or  the  size  of  the  farm  ? 

Mr.  Bowex.  About  200  of  those  acres  wold  be  rice  and  the  other 
would  have  to  be  fallow  or  planted  with  some  alternative  crop  which 
is  usually  the  case. 

Mr.  Bedell.  So  it  is  similar  in  size  to  regular  farms  ? 

Mr.  Bowex.  Yes. 

Mr.  Bedell.  I  do  not  want  to  pick  at  this,  but  it  is  quite  difficult  for 
me  to  justify,  as  Mr.  Richmond  mentioned,  the  $55,000  limit  as  com- 
pared ito  the  lower  limit  for  the  other  crops.  Am  I  to  understand  that 
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this  is  simply  a  political  thing  to  try  to  satisfy  some  people  who 
might  be  concerned  ? 

Mr.  Bowen.  May  I  get  this  for  yon  tomorrow  ?  It  is  my  impression 
from  figures  I  have  seen,  which  I  do  not  seem  to  have  in  front  of  me 
right  now,  that  the  cost  inputs  in  rice  farming  are  substantially 
higher  than  in  most  other  commodities.  P2quipnient  is  more  expensive. 
The  method  of  operation  is  more  expensive.  There  is  the  fact  that 
you  can  only  use  one  third  of  your  land  each  year  to  plant  actually 
in  rice. 

These  are  factors  which  go  to  a  need  for  a  higher  level.  I  will  try 
to  get  some  figures  for  you  and  present  them  to  the  committee  by 
tomorrow. 

Mr.  Fitiil\n.  Will  the  gentleman  yield  ? 

Mr.  Bedell.  Yes. 

Mr.  Fitiiian.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  to 
get  some  other  figures.  The  figure  which  is  important  to  me  is  what  is 
the  average  income  ?  I  have  some  problem  with  the  $55,000  figure. 

Mr.  Bedell.  I  yield  to  Mr.  Jones  of  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  Jones  of  North  Carolina.  It  might  be  important  for  you  to  know 
that  all  limitations  on  all  other  commodities,  once  Congress  saw  fit  to 
set  them,  stated  at  the  $55,000  figure. 

Mr.  Bedell.  I  understand  that,  but  that  does  not  make  me  comfort- 
able. It  seems  to  me  that  if  we  are  to  correct  things,  that  we  ought  to 
correct  them  as  of  today  rather  than  what  we  did  in  the  past  on 
something. 

If  it  makes  sense  for  that  to  be  the  limit  on  other  crops  where  there 
are  similar  costs  and  similar  problems,  then  Ave  ought  to  do  it  here.  It 
is  not  anticipated  that  any  payments  would  need  to  be  made,  but  we 
should  have  a  similar  limitation  for  all  these  similar  crops,  but  if  the 
gentleman  would  have  information,  and  if  the  figures  would  indicate 
justification,  then  I  would  like  to  have  it. 

Mr.  Fitiiian.  I  do  not  know  whether  the  figures  which  we  were 
quoting  here  were  correct  because  I  did  not  have  the  ones  in  front  of 
me  which  Mr.  Thone  had,  but  I  did  a  quick  computation  of  15,000 
growers.  The  amount  that  you  cite  from  the  Department  of  Agricul- 
ture would  indicate  that  we  are  paying  about  $25,000  per  grower.  That 
is  a  pretty  healthy  welfare  program.  But  maybe  the  costs  are  high. 

The  Chairman.  Just  for  the  record,  the  present  rice  program  does 
not  have  any  payment  limitations.  These  apply  only  to  wheat,  feed 
grains,  and  cotton.  In  addition,  there  were  special  payment  limitations 
in  the  1924  sugar  act  which  was  not  adopted  by  the  House.  We  do 
no  have  any  overall  payment  limitation  legislation,  but  we  have  had 
appropriations  from  time  to  time. 

Mr.  Bedell.  Do  I  understand  that  this  actually  would  lower  the 
price-support  level  as  compared  to  what  it  is  now  if  we  pass  this 
legislation  ? 

Mr.  Bowen.  The  price  support  now  is  based  on  computations  and 
they  vary.  The  price  support  now  is  $8.50  per  hundredweight.  The 
estimate  is  that  by  next  year  it  would  go  up  to  about  $9.25  or  $9.50,  so 
this  target  price  level  is  $8.  The  loan  level  is  $6,  so  you  can  see  for  your- 
self what  the  relationship  would  be  between  those. 

Mr.  Bedell.  Are  those  nonrecourse  loans  ? 

Mr.  Bowen.  Yes. 
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The  Chairman.  The  rice  program  does  not  have  a  target  price  at 
the  present  time.  This  legislation  would  introduce  it  for  the  first  time. 
This  is  traditional  legislation  which  has  a  support  price  but  no  target 
price.  When  other  reforms  occurred  in  the  1973  Agricultural  Con- 
sumer Protection  Act,  we  did  not  reform  the  rice  program. 

The  time  of  the  gentleman  has  expired. 

Are  there  any  Members  who  would  like  recognition  ?  . 

If  not,  at  this  point  the  committee  will  adjourn  until  tomorrow 
morning  at  10  o'clock  when  we  will  hear  Members  of  Congress  and 
proceed  with  this  legislation. 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  will  stand  adjourned. 

[Whereupon,  at  11 :45  a.m.,  the  committee  adjourned.] 
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WEDNESDAY,  OCTOBER  22,  1975 

House  of  Representatives, 
Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  committee  met  at  10 :15  a.m.,  pursuant  to  notice,  in  room  1301, 
Longworth  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  Thomas  S.  Foley  (chairman) 
presiding. 

Present,:  Representatives  Poage,  de  la  Garza,  Vigorito,  Jones  of 
North  Carolina,  Jones  of  Tennessee,  Mathis,  Bergland,  Brown,  Bowen, 
Rose,  Litton,  Breckinridge,  Richmond,  Nolan,  Weaver,  Balclus,  Krebs, 
Harkin,  Hightower,  Bedell,  McHugh,  Fithian,  Jenrette,  D'Amours, 
Wampler,  Sebelius,  Findley,  Thone,  Symms,  Johnson,  Madigan,  Pey- 
ser, Heckler,  Jeffords,  Grassley,  Hagedorn,  and  Moore. 

Staff  present :  Robert  M.  Bor,  counsel ;  Hyde  H.  Murray,  counsel ; 
John  E.  Hogan,  associate  counsel;  Steve  Allen,  staff  assistant;  L.  T. 
Easley,  press  assistant;  Norman  Gay  and  Roxie  Burris,  staff  con- 
sultants, Subcommittee  on  Oilseeds  and  Rice;  Glenda  Temple  and 
Mary  J arratt,  staff  assistants. 

The  Chairman.  The  Committee  on  Agriculture  will  come  to  order. 

The  committee  meets  todav  for  further  consideration  of  the  bill 
H.R.  8529,  by  Mr.  Mathis  et  al.,  providing  for  the  establishment  of 
programs  for  the  benefit  of  consumers  and  producers  of  rice. 

At  the  close  of  our  meeting  yesterday,  it  was  agreed  that  this  morn- 
ing we  would  hear  from  Members  of  Congress  who  might  wish  to 
make  additional  statements  regarding  this  legislation. 

We  have  with  us  this  morning  several  distinguished  colleagues  who 
are  listed  according  to  their  seniority.  I  understand  that  Mr.  McFall 
and  Mr.  Johnson  wish  to  accompany  Mr.  Leggett,  who  will  make  a 
presentation  on  behalf  of  some  other  Members. 

Mr.  Leggett,  would  you  come  forward  ? 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  ROBERT  L.  LEGGETT,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  Leggett.  We  have  asked  for  an  opportunity  to  make  a  brief 
statement  before  the  committee  takes  final  action  on  this  bill.  One  of 
the  reasons  for  that  is  that  the  distinguished  Mathis  committee  has 
put  out  the  Alexander-Bowen-Carter-Price  bill  some  months  ago,  and 
at  that  time  it  was  our  feeling  that  we  did  not  have  a  total  knowledge 
with  respect  to  the  rice  situation.  At  least,  we  did  not  have  the  total 
knowledge  that  we  have  today. 

I  thought  it  would  be  appropriate  that  the  committee  be  brought 
precisely  up  to  date  as  to  where  we  are  in  r \ce. 

(97) 
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I  know  it  has  been  the  committee's  position  for  the  growth  of  unlim- 
ited amounts  of  commodities  in  the  United  States  and  by  hook  or  by 

crook  we  dispose  of  it. 

Consumers,  it  is  thought,  are  better  off  because  of  it,  and  farmers 
are  wealthy  ruralites ;  and  nobody  is  really  damaged  much. 

We  have  just  had  a  situation  in  California  where  we  have  attempted 
to  satisfy  the  market,  and  I  am  going  to  divert  here  just  a  minute  from 
rice  to  specialty  crops  like  peaches,  apricots,  and  pears ;  and  none  of 
those  commodities  your  committee  is  concerned  with  because  they  are 
not  supported  commodities.  They  are  specialty  commodities. 

We  had  a  big  overproduction  in  peaches  out  there.  It  probably  comes 
as  no  surprise  to  most  of  you,  but  perhaps  to  some,  that  we  had  to 
destroy  on  the  ground  better  than  20,000  tons  and  many  millions  of 
dollars  o.f  canned  peaches  this  year  because  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture had  no  program  to  ship  those  overseas.  We  had  no  support 
program.  The  eanners  would  not  pack  the  commodity  because  they 
were  already  holding  large  quantities  from  last  year. 

So,  if  you  think  of  the  days  when  they  were  throwing  the  pigs  in 
the  Hudson  River  are  over,  they  are  not.  We  are  doing  it  today.  As  a 
result  we  are  jerking  mature  fruit  trees  out  of  the  ground,  not  because 
we  are  trying  to  keep  the  price  up  but  because  we  just  do  not  know 
what  else  to  do  with  the  commodity.  We  cannot  get  rid  of  it. 

In  the  rice  commodity  this  is  a  situation  where  we  have  had  very 
good  control  generally  of  the  commodity  due  to  the  fact  that  in  the 
1950's  we  recognized  that  rice  was  much  like  potatoes,  and  if  you  had 
a  big  production  one  year  with  a  little  price  you  would  have  a  low 
production  the  next  year  with  a  big  price,  so  we  thought  it  might  be 
reasonable  to  franchise  the  producers,  which  we  did. 

We  developed  a  very  good  program.  I  know  many  of  you  are  fa- 
miliar with  the  situation  in  rice.  It  has  been  put  out  by  a  number  of 
the  producers.  We  started  out  in  1900  putting  out  4  million  hundred- 
weight, in  1930,  20  million  hundredweight,  in  1950,  38  million  hun- 
dredweight, and  in  1970  82  million  hundredweight.  In  1974  we  pro- 
duced 114  million  hundredweight,  because  this  committee  was  con- 
cerned that  perhaps  the  producers  were  lagging  on  production  and 
did  not  satisf  y  the  demand. 

That  114  million  hundredweight  resulted  in  the  carryover  this  past 
year  of  7  million  hundredweight  which  I  am  not  going  to  make  a  lot 
of,  because  we  all  realize  that  7  million  hundredweight  of  rice  pri- 
marily was  carried  by  private  interests  and  not  the  Government  and 
it  has  not  been  bought  up  under  the  loan  program.  It  is  not  a  really 
massive  Government  problem. 

But,  how  did  we  get  to  that  point  ?  We  had  to  dispose  of  an  awful 
lot  of  rice.  Americans  eat  only  about  a  third  of  our  crop.  We  have  to 
dispose  of  two  thirds. 

Thank  God  for  the  Hawaiians  and  the  Puerto  Ricans.  They  take  a 
very  large  portion  of  our  production.  But  the  balance  of  30  or  40  per- 
cent has  to  be  sold  overseas. 

Very  little  of  it  can  be  sold  for  cash,  but  some  can.  A  large  portion 
has  to  be  sold  under  Public  Law  480.  That  is  Government  dough. 

The  amount  of  Government  dough  that  we  use  for  the  rice  com- 
modity last  year,  in  order  to  get  down  to  the  7  million  hundredweight, 
was  about  a  third  of  a  billion  dollars.  So,  if  you  think  that  we  just 
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grew  this  rice  and  get  rid  of  it  in  the  regular  course  of  business  and 
now  we  can  go  ahead  and  grow  a  lot  more  this  year,  that  is  not  the 
case.  This  year  it  is  not  114  million  hundredweight  which  we  had  last 
year ;  it  is  135  million  hundredweight,  plus  the  fact  that,  since  we  are 
now  not  growing  under  any  restrictions  and  anybody  can  grow,  we 
do  not  know  how  much  rice  is  in  the  field.  The  ASCS  people  do  not 
go  out  and  measure  the  fields,  and  our  people  in  California  tell  us 
that  we  may  be  anywhere  from  15  to  20  percent  understated  as  far 
as  our  current  official  prediction  is  concerned. 

So,  what  has  that  done?  When  we  were  selling  rice  at  the  end  of 
last  year,  1973,  at  $16  and  $17  a  hundredweight  as  a  result  of  the  big 
production  over  the  past  year,  that  price  now  is  down  to  about  $8.50 
or  $8.75. 

That  is  only  about  50  cents  or  a  dollar  above  the  loan  rate  or  the 
target  price  that  is  in  this  bill. 

You  are  flirting  with  the  situation,  once  that  price  goes  below  the 
support  price,  where  the  farmer  sells  at  the  price  as  best  he  can  and 
the  market  is  pretty  well  broken;  and  then,  instead  of  spending  the 
$30  billion  for  Public  Law  480,  you  start  making  for  the  first  time 
in  history  direct  cash  payments  to  farmers  who  do  not  want  it. 

I  have  the  third  largest  rice  district  in  the  country.  John  Breaux 
has  the  second,  and  Bill  Alexander  has  the  first.  It  just  so  happens 
that  the  rice  commodity  is  not  a  social  commodity.  It  is  a  commercial 
commodity.  We  have  restricted  it  to  a  number  of  areas.  Our  colleague 
Krebs  on  the  committee  has  3,800  acres. 

Mr.  Krebs.  I  refuse  to  plead  guilty  to  that. 

Mr.  Leggett.  Anyway,  you  have  about  5  percent  of  what  I  have.  We 
have  spread  it  around  the  country  a  little  bit. 

But  by  and  large  there  are  four  or  five  of  us — Bob  Casey  is  one 
of  us — who  have  the  rice  commodity.  We  have  it  in  a  limited  number 
of  growers  and  you  have  to  understand  that  rice  is  not  the  kind  of 
thing  where  everybody  can  open  up  their  backyard  and  plant  a  little 
bit  of  rice,  because  you  do  not  put  rice  down  like  the  Chinese  do,  one 
stem  at  a  time  and  drain  the  pond  and  all  of  that. 

We  plant  rice  with  an  airplane.  We  fly  over  and  seed  it  and  fertilize 
it,  and  pull  the  plug  and  it  all  has  to  be  contoured  so  that  when  you 
pull  the  plug  out,  one  pond  drains  into  the  next,  and  the  next,  and 
the  next. 

Then  when  you  plant  rice  in  the  field,  many  times  it  is  soggy  so 
that  when  you  start  planting  rice  the  next  year,  it  is  not  good  for 
anything. 

I  have  a  lot  of  big  farmers  in  my  district,  very  frankly,  that  are 
not  poor  farmers.  They  are  family  farmers,  but  they  are  doing  rel- 
atively well  on  rice,  and  they  can  afford  to  go  to  the  bank  and  buy  a 
harvesting  machine  for  $150,000  and  pay  it  off  over  5  or  6  years.  They 
can  amortize  it  in  that  period  of  time.  But,  that  is  the  kind  of  machine 
you  need  to  harvest  rice.  You  cannot  do  it  with  a  sickle  or  by  hand,  or 
by  hand  labor.  It  is  a  very  sophisticated  business  commodity. 

The  danger  of  going  off  of  our  existing  program,  which  has  shown 
considerable  flexibility,  is  that  you  suck  a  lot  of  small  people  into 
the  business,  they  sign  up  to  pay  for  big  expensive  machinery  if  they 
can  get  into  a  cooperative,  and  then  all  of  a  sudden  the  price  drops 
down.  It  can  do  that.  The  Federal  Government  is  not  going  to  be 
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prepared  to  spend  one-half  billion  or  a  billion  dollar  for  this  com- 
modity like  they  spend  for  corn  or  the  billion  dollars  they  spend  for 
wheat,  and  $750  million  it  spends  for  dairy  products. 

I  think  the  people  of  this  country  want  the  farmers  to  get  off  the 
dole  as  best  the}7  can. 

When  we  get  a  commodity  that  has  worked  like  rice,  where  we  have 
kept  the  Government  warehouses  free  of  the  commodity  and  where 
we  have  shown  a  capacity  to  produce  additional  rice  when  we  need 
it,  and  where  we  have  very  aggressive  international  salesmen — many 
of  whom  are  right  here  in  the  room — then  we  have  a  good  situation. 

If  you  read  the  statement  we  have  from  the  Eice  Growers'  As- 
sociation of  California,  what  they  indicate  is  that  you  have  real  prob- 
lems in  sales  for  this  year. 

On  exports,  they  talk  about  Iraq  buying  from  some  other  people; 
Indonesia  has  announced  little  or  no  rice  imports ;  Iran  substantially 
less  than  last  year ;  new  markets  are  evaporating.  "We  have  got  800,00b 
tons  of  rice  programed  for  Public  Law  480,  and  as  of  today  we  have 
about  600,000  tons  which  have  been  asked  for  by  foreign  countries. 

You  might  ask :  Why  can't  we  use  this  rice  and  spread  it  around 
the  world  ?  Well,  we  should  be  able  to  and,  when  we  have  the  Public 
Law  480  bill  up,  whether  before  this  committee  or  before  the  For- 
eign Affairs  Committee,  we  ought  to  know  where  the  hungry  countries 
of  the  world  are. 

I  was  talking  to  some  folks  from  Somaliland  last  night.  That  is  a 
$70  per  capita  country.  They  could  use  rice,  but  how  do  they  get  on 
this  daisy  chain  of  getting  into  the  program  ? 

Two  or  three  years  ago  all  of  the  Public  Law  480  rice  went  to  Viet- 
nam and  Cambodia,  and,  in  turn,  that  dough  was  turned  over  to  the 
Government  and  used  to  buy  arms. 

This  last  year  a  large  part  of  the  rice  was  sent  to  Korea.  Korea  is 
still  a  good  purchaser  of  rice. 

We  are  selling  some  rice  this  year  to  Bangladesh.  I  think  it  is  a 
credit  to  the  program,  but  with  all  of  the  hungry  countries  in  Africa 
which  we  have  today,  why  can  we  not  stand  up  and  show  where  we 
are  spending  our  Public  Law  480  and  how  we  are  helping  the  hungry  ? 

Literallv  hundreds  of  countries  around  the  world  are  hungrv  and 
instead  of  giving  them  Public  Law  480,  let  us  give  them  some  stuff 
and  lay  the  cards  on  the  table,  rather  than  deal  in  the  backroom.  The 
Department  tells  us  they  cannot  tell  us.  They  say  they  have  to  do  it 
surreptitiously. 

You  cannot  find  out  the  information.  We  ought  to  have  a  better 
program,  and  if  we  do,  and  if  we  know  where  this  rice  is  going,  or 
where  the  wheat  is  going,  or  where  the  corn  is  going,  then  I  think  we 
can  go  ahead  and  say  that  "this  is  our  foreign  aid  program,  and  this 
is  what  we  want  to  spend  it  for." 

We  are  not  in  that  situation  at  the  present  time.  It  is  blindman's 
buff.  You  have  an  $800,000  commitment  now  as  compared  to  about 
$780,000  last  year.  Our  Public  Law  480  commitment  for  last  year  and 
this  year  is  just  about  the  same. 

The  only  difference  is  that  the  international  demand  appears  to 
be  substantially  less. 

We  are  in  a  situation  where  we  are  faced  with  a  substantial  carry- 
over next  year,  and  as  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  would  just  as  soon 
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take  a  broad  look  at  carryover  and  say,  "If  we  lose  90,000  of  the  135,- 
000  tons  or  maybe  100,000,  and  have  a  30,000-ton  carryover — and  a  lot 
of  that  is  in  private  warehouses — then  that  still  is  not  an  abnormal 
supply;  and  let  the  private  warehouses  stay  loaded  with  this  rice." 

This  presents  some  problems  in  getting  ready  for  the  harvest. 

Then,  maybe  we  could  keep  quotas  off,  if  that  is  what  the  committee 
wants. 

But,  I  think  to  move  totally  off  quotas  onto  target  price  and  to 
theoretically  open  the  situation  up,  until  we  can  show  a  better  ability 
to  digest  rice,  and  a  better  ability  to  amortize  it  around  the  world 
in  a  reasonable  way  to  help  the  hungry,  then  I  would  say  we  are  damned 
fools  to  pass  this  bill  and  throw  caution  to  the  winds. 

Believe  me,  whatever  you  do,  my  rice  farmers  are  going  to  survive. 
We  are  going  to  live.  This  is  not  a  life  or  death  situation. 

All  we  are  really  taking  about  is  a  good  management  of  a  com- 
mercial commodity.  We  are  talking  about  the  recognition  of  the  bene- 
fits and  the  recognition  of  the  industry  which  has  been  substantially 
motivated  by  this  committee  which  has  wanted  higher  production.  We 
must  recognize  that  the  price  has  come  down  because  of  that  higher 
production,  but  recognize  that  we  can  throw  out  the  baby  with  the 
bath  water  and  everything  else  by  setting  too  ambitious  and  too  specu- 
lative in  what  we  are  doing. 

I  could  read  you  a  statement  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
This  is  their  new  agricultural  outlet  which  was  put  out  in  September. 
What  they  indicate  is — 

With  record  planting  and  expected  higher  yields  of  1975  rice  crop  would  jump 
to  an  all-time  high  of  nearly  125  million  hundredweight — that  is  from  114 — 
about  5.17  metric  tons  including  a  small  carryover  of  supplies  of  1975  and  1976 
and  could  total  132  million  hundredweights. 

The  industry  thinks  it  is  going  to  be  135  million  or  more. 

Demand  for  rice  is  expected  to  increase  in  1975-76,  but  probably  not  enough 
to  match  the  record  crop.  Domestic  use  may  increase  around  5  percent  from  the 
40  million  hundredweight  of  1974-75. 

We  do  not  affect  domestic  utilization  very  much,  because  all  of 
us  here  buy  a  certain  amount  of  rice.  We  buy  it  in  a  2-pound  packet. 
We  do  not  buy  it  in  a  hundred  pounds  like  some  others. 

Exports  as  usual  will  dominate  the  outlet.  In  1974-75  the  Department  says 
exports  rose  to  a  record  70  million  hundredweight  for  which  we  paid  a  third 
of  a  billion  dollars  and  they  may  be  at  least  as  heavy  in  1975-76. 

In  any  case,  total  disappearance  likely  will  fall  short  of  the  1975 
harvest  and  stocks  will  increase. 

The  size  of  the  stock  buildup  will  depend  on  the  strength  of  foreign  demands. 
The  strength  does  not  look  good.  However,  at  this  time  it  appears  quite  possible 
that  rice  stocks  next  summer  could  easily  double  the  7  million  hundredweight 
carried  in  the  1975-76  marketing  year. 

Again,  that  is  not  going  to  create  a  disaster.  We  will  be  able  to 
handle  that,  but  it  will  substantially  affect  price  and  it  will  affect 
people  who  want  to  get  into  the  business  and  a  lot  of  different  things. 

Early  season  crop  rice,  1975,  is  trading  around  last  year's  level  of  $9.50  to 
$10  per  hundredweight. 

I  am  sure  you  are  going  to  get  some  testimony  that  rice  has  been 
selling  actually  under  the  support  price  early  this  year. 
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'  However,  if  record  supplies  materialize  and  markets  develop  as  expected, 
rice  prices  may  not  register  the  postharvest  strength  that  developed  a  year  ago. 

This  is  not  my  statement,  it  is  not  the  rice  industry's  statement.  It 
is  the  Agriculture  Research  Service's  official  statement  which  came  out 
this  month  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Leggett.  We  have  ad- 
ditional members  who  are  here  also  to  make  statements. 

Mr.  Leggett.  I  am  here  today  on  behalf  of  my  colleagues  John  Moss, 
John  McFall,  and  John  Krebs. 

The  Chairman.  We  are  happy  to  have  your  statement.  Perhaps 
we  will  have  some  questions  which  the  members  would  like  to  ask. 

At  this  juncture  I  would  like  to  ask  Congressman  John  Yoimg 
and  Congressman  J ohn  Breaux  to  come  forward. 

I  understand  you  gentlemen  have  a  statement, 

Mr.  Young.  I  represent  the  14th  Congressional  District  of  Texas. 
I  want  to  just  thank  this  distinguished  committee  for  the  opportunity 
to  be  here.  Out  of  deference  to  time,  I  would  like  to  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana,  Mr.  Breaux,  and  associate  myself  with 
his  remarks  on  the  general  rice  situation,  as  well  as  the  gentleman 
f rom  California  who  preceded  us. 

With  your  permission,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  to  Mr.  Breaux. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  JOHN  BREAUX,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  LOUISIANA 

Mr.  Breaux.  I  would  like  to  express  my  thanks  to  Congressman 
Mathis,  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  which  reported  this  bill, 
and  also  to  Congressman  Johnson,  who  has  taken  part  in  the  hear- 
ing. I  do  not  agree  with  what  was  reported  out,  but  I  think  the  set  of 
hearings  was  fair  and  that  a  lot  of  work  was  done  by  both  sides  as 
far  as  the  legislation  is  concerned. 

I  will  start  off  by  saying  that  I  am  not  here  to  filibuster  the  com- 
mittee. I  am  here  to  urge  expeditious  treatment  of  the  legislation 
which  would  mean  sending  it  back  to  the  subcommittee  for  additional 
hearings. 

Let  me,  if  I  may,  for  Members  who  perhaps  were  not  on  the  sub- 
committee, make  a  real  quick  summary  of  why  we  are  here  today 
looking  at  the  rice  bill.  Maybe  some  of  the  new  Members  of  Congress 
might  take  heed. 

The  rice  legislation  which  we  presently  have  has  been  in  effect  since 
1954.  For  about  the  last  20  years  the  price  of  rice  in  this  country 
has  averaged  about  the  same,  about  $5  a,  barrel  for  a  20-year  period 
to  the  farmer.  The  American  rice  farmer  was  able  to  make  a  profit 
during  this  period  because  he  was  able,  each  year,  to  produce  more  on 
an  acre  of  land  than  he  did  the  year  before. 

The  Chairman.  I  am  sorry  to  interrupt,  but  Mr.  Pickle,  from  Texas, 
has  come  into  the  room.  Maybe  he  would  like  to  join  us. 

Mr.  Breaux.  The  price  during  that  period  to  the  farmer  remained 
the  same.  He  was  able  to  make  a  profit  because  he  increased  produc- 
tion each  year. 

I  think  most  experts  now  would  agree  that  he  has  now  reached  the 
peak  of  efficiency  as  far  as  production  of  rice  per  acre. 

What  happened  ?  Why  are  we  here  ?  Why  does  the  Department  want 
a  new  piece  of  legislation  ?  Well,  for  20  years  the  price  remained  the 
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same.  If  vou  will  look,  I  have  placed  in  front  of  your  desk  two  sheets 
of  paper,"  one  entitled  "The  Rice  Situation",  which  is  an  October  10 
publication  from  USDA.  Attached  to  that  is  a  price  chart  showing 
what  happened  in  the  price  of  rice. 

In  1966,  the  beginning  of  that  chart,  it  shows  where  it  was  running, 
and  the  line  below  was  the  loan  level.  You  see  that  rice  was  selling  just 
about  above  the  loan  level  and  that  trend  was  about  true  for  20  years. 

Mr.  Berglaxd.  Would  the  gentleman  yield  ? 

The  Chairman.  Yes. 

Mr.  Bergland.  I  do  not  have  the  charts.  May  I  have  a  copy  ? 

The  Chair^iax.  It  is  a  two-page  item  entitled  "Rice  Situation."^ 

Mr.  Breatjx.  For  you  gentlemen  who  do  have  it,  let  me  say  this. 
That  chart  indicates  that  something  happened  in  1972  and  1973.  The 
price  of  rice  shot  up  from  less  than  $6  odd  a  hundredweight  and  went 
right  through  the  ceiling.  It  went  up  to  almost  $17  a  hundredweight 
which  was  an  all-time  record  year.  You  might  ask  why.  Well,  it  did 
that  for  a  very  good  reason.  It  did  that  because  production  in  the 
United  States  dropped  dramatically.  There  was  a  hurricane  in 
Louisiana  which  practically  destroyed  the  rice  crop.  The  domestic 
production  went  down  drastically,  and  world  production  and  the 
Asian  crop  also  went  down  dramatically. 

You  had  a  very  short  supply,  so  the  price  went  up. 

What  happened  then  ?  The  present  legislation  and  the  present  bill 
has  a  formula  which  says  that  if  the  supply  gets  short  and  the  demand 
exceeds  it,  you  have  to  remove  marketing  quotas,  so  the  Department 
in  1973  for  the  1974  crop  removed  marketing  quotas. 

What  does  that  mean  ?  It  meant  that  anybody  who  wanted  to  plant 
rice  could.  That  is  what  happened. 

In  1974  we  produced  in  this  country  under  the  present  program 
24  percent  more  rice  than  we  did  the  year  before.  That  was  10  percent 
above  the  all-time  previous  record  which  had  been  set  back  in  1968. 

That  was  under  the  domestic  program. 

Now,  this  year  what  has  happened  %  We  are  still  under  the  old  pro- 
gram. This  year  we  are  producing  approximately,  and  Congress- 
man Leggett  gave  a  figure,  I  think  the  average  figure  would  be  about 
125  million  hundredweight  of  rice  is  being  produced  right  now.  They 
are  still  cutting  in  California,  they  have  finished  cutting  rice  in 
Louisiana,  and  estimates  are  pretty  accurate.  That  is  9  percent  more 
than  last  year. 

That  is  9  percent  more  than  the  previous  record  year  under  the 
present  program.  Why!  Because  the  L^SDA  removed  marketing 
quotas  and  said  once  again  "Anybody  who  has  land  can  plant  rice 
because  we  need  it." 

In  1974  we  planted  2.5  million  acres  in  this  country.  In  1975  we 
have  planted  2.8  or  2.9  million  acres  of  rice. 

So,  you  will  see  what  is  happening  to  the  price.  If  you  will  look 
at  the  price  chart  it  indicates  that  it  is  going  straight  down.  It  is 
down  now  approaching  the  loan  level,  and  the  prices  in  my  district 
are  selling  for  a  low  price  or  below  low  price. 

If  you  look  at  the  first  page  on  that  chart,  it  gives  a  summary  of 
the  latest  prediction  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

That  is  under  the  existing  program.  In  the  first  paragraph  it  says 
"The  current  crop  outlook  for  rice  farmers  features  a  record  U.S. 
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rice  crop  under  the  present  legislation,  a  substantially  larger  world 
crop,  and  continued  strong  world  trade  and  some  easing  in  price." 
They  point  to  the  record  production  this  year,  and  if  you  look  down 
further  it  says,  "Early  price  quotes  for  1975  crop  rice  are  generally 
ranging  from  $9  to  $10.50  per  hundredweight."  It  further  says, 
"Grower  prices  may  not  strengthen  as  they  did  1  year  ago."  "Season 
average  prices  to  farmers  will  likely  fall  short  of  last  year's  $10.45  per 
hundredweight." 

So,  that  is  what  we  are  talking  about.  We  are  talking  about  two 
record  production  years.  We  are  talking  about  a  record  world  pro- 
duction this  year,  and  we  are  talking  about  prices  that  are  going 
straight  down.  There  are  no  restrictions  on  anybody  who  wants  to 
plant  rice. 

Let  me  mention  something  else  that  Congressman  Leggett  talked 
about.  That  is  the  Public  Law  480  program.  It  is  true  that  we  pro- 
gram about  one-third  of  the  rice  we  produce  in  this  country  under 
the  food-for-peace  program. 

Last  year  they  said  they  were  going  to  program  about  1  million 
tons.  The  Department  got  around  to  selling  a  little  less  than  800,000. 
They  say  that  it  will  be  800,000  tons  this  year.  You  know  how  much 
they  have  sold  after  about  3^  months  in  this  fiscal  year  ?  They  have 
sold  approximately  157,000  tons  against  the  projection  of  800,000  tons. 

So,  I  think  what  we  have  under  the  present  program  is  a  situation 
where  we  are  going  to  have  a  record  production  year,  a  record  world 
production  year,  prices  going  straight  down  to  the  farmer,  and  yet 
we  still  have  a  Department  that  says  we  need  a  new  rice  program. 

I  ask,  "Why?"  Do  we  need  to  produce  more  rice?  No.  We  are  doing 
that.  Do  we  need  a  new  program  to  bring  the  price  to  consumers 
down?  Or  bring  the  prices  to  the  farmers  down?  That  is  certainly 
not  what  their  chart  says.  It  says  it  is  going  straight  down  and  looks 
like  it  is  going  to  head  to  the  bottom  of  the  chart. 

So,  what  I  say  is,  the  reason  that  the  Department  had  for  urging 
a  new  rice  bill  does  not  seem  to  be  there  at  this  time. 

A  lot  has  happened  since  we  had  hearings.  We  have  lost  very  strong 
markets  for  our  American  rice.  We  lost  South  Vietnam  and  Cambodia. 

We  are  going  to  have  some  other  ones  added  to  it,  but  I  do  not  think 
it  is  going  to  be  enough  to  pick  up  the  surplus  that  we  are  headed 
for  this  year. 

They  are  projecting  in  their  own  figures  again,  a  carryover  of  rice 
of  about  20  million  hundredweight  of  rice.  That  is  a  carryover.  Of 
course,  some  say  "the  carryover  figures  are  wrong  and  you  cannot 
project  this  early  and  you  do  not  know  what  is  going  to  happen.  Last 
year  we  projected  a  carryover  of  27  million  hundredweight  and  we 
ended  up  wtih  7  or  8  million. 

If  their  figures  are  not  correct,  then  perhaps  they  should  not  put 
them  out.  Their  latest  figures  on  what  rice  we  are  going  to  have  left 
over  from  this  crop  after  everything  is  sold  is  20  million  hundred- 
weight of  rice. 

It  will  probably  go  down  from  that,  but  we  are  projected  to  have 
more  than  we  are  going  to  sell  under  the  present  program. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members,  I  thank  you.  I  will  not  take  any 
more  time,  but  I  do  think  that  we  have  one  bill  which  I  introduced  and 
joined  with  a  number  of  members  from  Texas  and  California,  H.R. 
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4741.  I  do  not  think  we  really  gave  enough  attention  to  it.  It  provided 
for  open  production,  it  provided  for  a  lower  loan  level  from  65  percent 
of  parity  down  to  60  percent  of  parity,  it  provided  for  people  to  sell 
and  lease  allotments.  It  was  a  permanent  piece  of  legislation. 

I  think  the  subcommittee  could  perhaps  give  greater  attention  to  this. 

One  other  point  I  would  like  to  make  is  this.  What  kind  of  farmers 
are  we  talking  about?  Are  we  talking  about  large  farmers  or  coopera- 
tion farmers,  or  exactly  what  are  we  talking  about  ? 

My  congressional  district  is  the  largest  producer  of  rice  of  any  con- 
gressional district  in  the  United  States.  We  have  over  500,000  acres 
of  rice  planted  in  the  Seventh  Congressional  District  of  southwest 
Louisiana.  I  dare  say  that  the  average  allotment  holder  in  my  district 
has  an  allotment  of  200  acres.  That  is  not  a  very  large  farm. 

I  have  over  5,000  individual  rice  farmers  who  planted  that  acreage. 
That  is  a  lot  of  small  farmers  who,  I  think,  need  a  Government  pro- 
gram. They  need  to  market  the  crop  and  they  need  help  in  selling  their 
crop. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Breaux  

Mr.  Young.  Mr.  Pickle,  Mr.  Chairman,  had  to  go  back  to  the  Ways 
and  Means  Committee  and  he  asked  that  I  state  to  the  committee  that 
he  does  also  associate  himself  with  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Breaux,  and 
would  like  to  file  a  statement. 

The  Chairman.  Without  objection  it  will  be  filed. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Hon.  Pickle  follows :] 

Statement  of  Hon.  J.  J.  Pickle,  a  Representative  in  Congress  From  the 

State  of  Texas 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  rice  producers  of  Texas  feel  that  there  has  been  a  drastic 
change  in  the  situation  since  initial  hearings  were  held  in  April.  They  feel  that 
if  this  legislation  were  enacted,  it  would  result  in  a  disastrous  oversupply  problem. 

As  you  well  know,  the  most  recent  statistics  provided  by  the  United  States 
Department  of  Agriculture  indicate  that  this  year's  production  will  exceed  last 
year's  record  crop  by  at  least  seven  percent.  In  addition,  some  industry  estimates 
hint  that  the  USDA  figures  may  be  seriously  underestimated. 

Naturally,  if  such  a  bumper  crop  is  to  be  marketed,  it  must  be  exported  in 
great  amounts.  Two  of  the  most  substantial  export  markets,  Cambodia  and 
South  Vietnam,  are  now  lost  as  potential  buyers.  During  this  fiscal  year,  USDA 
plans  to  export  only  800,000  tons  of  rice  under  the  PL-480  program,  which  is  a 
reduction  of  200,000  tons  from  the  previous  year.  There  are  indications  that  some 
of  this  country's  largest  rice  customers,  Iraq,  Indonesia,  Iran,  and  Korea,  to 
mention  a  few,  have  either  decided  to  buy  from  other  exporters,  or  make  severe 
cutbacks  in  their  imports  from  the  U.S.  So,  there  are  serious  difficulties  in  the 
export  market. 

I  do  not  believe  that  the  great  majority  of  producers  of  those  crops  which 
are  now  under  the  target  price  system  are  happy  with  it.  I  know  that  my  rice 
producers  are  opposed  to  it.  Growers  in  my  district  have  told  me  that  they  would 
prefer  continuing  under  the  present  program. 

I  endorse  the  present  program  which  has  proved  viable  to  all  parties  concerned  : 
consumers,  growers,  and  the  federal  government.  If  the  Committee  did  abandon 
the  present  system,  I  would  like  to  see  it  adopt  a  bill  along  the  lines  of  the  one 
introduced  by  my  friend  and  colleague,  John  Breaux  of  Louisiana. 

To  my  way  of  thinking,  the  trends  that  have  taken  place  in  the  USDA  in  the 
last  six  years  toward  the  target  price  system  are  not  favorable  to  the  single-unit, 
family  farm.  Studies  by  the  Congressional  Research  Service  and  other  groups 
have  established  that  the  family  farm  is  still  the  most  efficient  and  economical 
unit  for  agricultural  production  in  this  country. 

Over  the  years,  the  government  agricultural  policies  have  simply  provided  some 
insurance  for  the  farmer  who  must  depend  on  the  whims  of  the  weather,  the 
international  market,  the  futures  market,  and  numerous  other  uncontrollable 
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variables  to  make  the  livelihood.  I  maintain  that  the  ultimate  costs  to  the  federal 
government  and  to  the  shopper  in  the  supermarket  will  be  far  greater  if  we  turn 
our  back  on  the  small  agricultural  producer  and  allow  the  void  to  be  taken  up  by 
giant  agribusiness  concerns.  I  feel  that  if  we  apply  the  target  price  system  to 
rice,  we  will  be  furthering  a  bad  trend. 

There  has  been  some  past  testimony  which  indicates  that  for  a  variety  of  rea- 
sons— including  soil  conditions — rice  can  be  produced  more  cheaply  in  Arkansas 
or  Mississippi  than  it  can  in  Texas,  Louisiana,  or  California.  However,  if  this 
legislation  were  passed  the  adverse  effect  on  the  world  market  would  hurt  the 
entire  country.  I  do  not  like  to  see  a  bill  debated  on  the  basis  of  one  state  versus 
another.  We  should  examine  the  impact  that  this  bill  will  have  on  our  nation 
as  a  whole.  I  am  convinced  that  we  will  all  suffer  from  overproduction. 

Perhaps  the  bill  which  is  now  pending  is  not  perceived  to  be  as  harmful  as 
the  legislation  which  failed  to  pass  last  session.  However,  I  do  not  think  that 
this  is  a  valid  reason  to  enact  this  bill. 

The  Subcommittee  should  reconsider  this  legislation  and  ask  USDA  statis- 
ticians to  provide  it  with  the  latest  crop  figures.  I  am  convinced  that  these 
figures  will  indicate  that  we  will  have  a  significant  increase  over  earlier 
predictions. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  Mr.  Young.  The  record  will  show  that 
Mr.  Pickle  associates  himself  with  the  statement  of  Mr.  Breaux.  We 
are  very  happy  to  have  the  statement  of  Mr.  Young,  and  Mr.  Pickle 
in  support  of  Mr.  Breaux. 

We  have  one  additional  member,  I  think,  in  the  hearing  room, 
Mr.  Burlison  of  Missouri,  who  is  a  former  member  of  this  committee. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  BILL  D.  BURLISON,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OP  MISSOURI 

Mr.  Burlison.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  appreciate  the  oppor- 
tunity to  make  a  brief  statement.  I  feel  a  bit  outnumbered  here  with 
large  delegations  from  Texas  and  California. 

I  think  their  situation  and  their  outlook  is  considerably  different 
than  most  of  the  other  States  of  the  Midwest,  South,  and  Midsouth 
regions. 

Perhaps,  in  a  sense,  it  is  presumptuous  to  say  how  other  Members 
of  Congress  feel  on  this  legislation. 

All  we  need  to  do,  I  suppose,  is  check  the  vote  on  the  bill  last  year 
and  we  will  find  out  what  is  the  position  of  the  Members,  with 
the  exception  of  our  newer  Members.  Nevertheless,  I  have  had  occa- 
sion to  talk  with  Mr.  Passman  this  morning  from  Louisiana.  The  in- 
terest of  his  growers  is  obviously  different  from  those  of  Mr.  Breaux, 
who  is  from  the  same  State. 

Although  Mr.  Passman  voted  for  the  bill  last  time,  he  tells  me  that 
even  then  he  did  not  recognize  the  broad  basis  of  support  that  there 
is  in  his  district  for  the  bill. 

As  for  the  Midsouth  State  of  Arkansas,  you  are  familiar  with 
Mr.  Alexander's  position.  Last  year  he  was  the  primary  sponsor  of  the 
legislation.  Incidentally,  I  cosponsored  with  Mr.  Alexander  last  year's 
bill. 

I  had  occasion  to  talk  with  Mr.  Mills  of  Arkansas,  this  morning. 
He  emphasized  to  me  the  interest  that  his  district  and  his  farmers 
have  in  this  legislation. 

These  are  a  couple  of  examples  of  other  Members  who  are  not  here. 
I  am  sure  the  Texas  and  California  delegation  can  also  present  names 
of  other  Members  who  support  their  position. 
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I  think  there  has  been  the  intimation  that  there  is  an  oversupply, 
or  that  we  are  facing  an  oversuprjly  imminently,  of  rice,  and  that  we 
should  not  open  the  door  or  provide  for  open  planting  of  rice. 

The  evidence  in  my  district  is  quite  to  the  contrary. 

I  have  just  checked  and  found  that  in  1973,  which  was  the  last  year 
before  the  Secretary  lifted  the  allotment  restrictions,  there  was  only 
5,300  acres  planted  for  rice  in  my  district.  Incidentally,  my  district 
produces  all  the  rice  in  Missouri  and,  as  you  know,  that  is  not  a  very 
large  amount  of  rice. 

But,  the  next  year  when  open  planting  was  permitted,  that  acreage 
increased  threefold.  It  increased  to  15,000.  This  present  crop  year, 
1975,  it  went  up  another  3,000  acres. 

My  farmers  insist  that  they  can  raise  rice  at  the  $9  a  hundredweight 
price,  wmich  is  the  approximate  market  price  of  it  now.  They  are 
anxious  to  have  the  opportunity  to  raise  rice  at  that  price. 

Of  particular  interest  to  our  midsouth  and  midwest  farmers  and 
representatives  should  be  the  fact  that  this  acreage  which  goes  into 
rice  in  most  of  our  Midwest  and  Midsouth  States  will  come  from 
cotton,  soybeans,  wheat,  and  corn.  I  have  already  indicated  that  my 
farmers  say  they  can  raise  rice  and  they  want  to  raise  it  competitively 
and  freely  without  penalties  or  restrictions  and  allotments. 

We  just  recently  removed  those  crops  from  the  Government  mo- 
nopoly which  rice  now  enjoys,  that  is,  the  old  producers.  Our  wheat 
farmers,  our  soybean  farmers,  our  cotton  farmers,  our  corn  farmers  no 
longer  have  that,  and  this  acreage  in  my  district,  this  threefold,  al- 
most fourfold  increase  that  we  have  had  in  my  district,  came  from 
these  crops.  My  district  raises  just  those  commodities  that  I  have 
mentioned. 

This  is  an  added  consideration  that  our  midsouth  and  our  midwest 
Congressmen  and  Representatives  of  farmers  should  have  in  mind. 

Mentioned  has  been  the  amount  of  carryover  which  we  are  expected 
to  have  and  the  statistics  quoted  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
as  to  the  amount  of  that  carryover.  These  are  very  unreliable  from 
past  experience.  As  an  illustration,  let  me  say  that  1  year  ago  the 
Government  was  predicting  a  27-million  hundredweight  carryover. 
At  the  time  of  your  hearings  on  this  bill,  that  prediction  was  down 
to  13  million  hundredweight. 

Now  the  Department's  prediction  for  the  1975  crop  year  is  down 
to  7-million  hundredweight  carryover.  So,  I  think  those  predicted 
carryover  figures  have  a  very  little  reliability  based  on  past  experience. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  the  extent  of  my  very  brief  remarks. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Burlison.  We  are  happy 
to  have  you  today. 

Without  objection  I  will  ask  the  record  to  include  the  statement 
of  the  Hon.  Bill  Alexander,  which  is  before  the  members. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Hon.  Bill  Alexander  follows:] 

Statement  of  Hon.  Bill  Alexander,  a  Representative  in  Congress  From  the 

State  of  Arkansas 

Mr.  Alexander.  Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the  Committee,  thank  you  for 
giving  me  this  opportunity  to  be  heard  again  on  the  need  rice  producers  and 
consumers  have  for  Congress  to  modernize  the  laws  governing  rice  production 
in  this  country. 
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For  the  information  of  the  Committee  I  have  attached  to  my  testimony  a  copy 
of  the  statement  which  I  made  before  the  Subcommittee  on  Oilseeds  and  Rice 
during  its  hearings  this  spring.  I  will  limit  my  further  remarks  to  what  I  believe 
to  be  some  of  the  most  important  points  for  this  Committee  to  consider  today.1 

First,  let  me  say  that  my  State  of  Arkansas  and  my  district  have  traditionally 
been  leading  rice  producing  areas.  This  year  Arkansas  ranked  first  and  my  dis- 
trict ranked  second  in  the  Nation  in  acreage  planted. 

During  the  past  two  years  allotment  holding  rice  producers,  and,  more  im- 
portantly, those  who  have  in  the  past  not  been  able  to  plant  rice  because  they 
did  not  have  an  allotment,  have  demonstrated  clearly  that  they  will  plant 
enough  rice  to  meet  this  Nation's  needs  and  to  supply  a  third  of  the  rice  in  the 
world  market.  There  are  two  critically  important  things  about  the  behavior  of 
rice  growers,  during  these  two  "open  production"  seasons.  First,  many  of  the 
allotment-holding  growers  have  been  willing  to  forgo  the  price  protection  pro- 
vided under  the  current  legislation  by  planting  more  acres  than  they  were 
allotted.  You  lose  your  protection  when  you  do  that.  Second,  non-allotment  hold- 
ing farmers  had  the  courage  to  plant  rice  without  any  hope  of  price  protection. 
That  says  to  me  that  both  these  groups  believe  that  the  domestic  and  world 
demand  for  rice  is  great  enough  that  they  can  make  money  in  today's  market. 
Experienced  farmers  do  not  plant  crops  they  don't  believe  they  can  make  money 
on. 

This  is  particularly  interesting  because  at  the  same  time  that  the  allotment- 
holding  producers  were  planting  more  than  their  allotments  they  were  busy 
trying  to  kill  efforts  to  make  the  laws  governing  rice  production  fairer  to  all 
farmers  and  to  consumers. 

Opponents  of  this  bill  argue  that  it  should  not  be  passed  because  the  prices 
farmers  are  getting  now  are  down.  The  present  price  behavior  is  not  unusual. 
During  the  past  five  years  the  prices  received  by  farmers  have  regularly  been 
higher  between  January  and  July  than  in  the  early  months  of  the  marketing  year. 
It  is  true  that  present  prices  are  down  from  the  heights  of  1973  which  were 
inspired  by  controlled  production,  pressure  from  world  food  shortages,  and 
increased  world  rice  purchasing  power. 

But  the  fact  is  that,  since  the  beginning  of  the  marketing  years,  some  farmers 
have  been  turning  down  bids  for  their  rice  that  are  higher  than  the  current 
loan  rate.  Export  inquiries  are  continuing.  If  I  was  turning  down  bids  higher 
than  the  loan  rate,  it  would  be  because  I  expect  prices  to  rise. 

There  is  another  aspect  to  this  issue.  Rice  farming  is  a  very  expensive  opera- 
tion requiring  a  high  degree  of  knowledge  both  of  production  and  marketing. 
Successful  farmers  don't  get  into  the  business  if  they  don't  think  they  will 
make  money.  They  are  smart .  enough  not  to  go  chasing  rainbows  composed  of 
one  or  even  two  years  of  dramatically  higher  prices.  They  look  at  long-range 
trends  in  supply  and  demand. 

Therefore,  it  is  reasonable  to  assume  that  farmers  who  are  in  rice  production 
and  want  to  stay  there  expect  to  make  money.  The  opponents  of  this  bill  don't 
say  they  want  to  get  out  of  the  rice  growing  business.  What  they  say  is  they 
want  to  cut  out  the  competition  from  farmers  who  don't  have  acreage  allotments 
but  have  the  courage  to  try  to  compete  in  the  rice  market  even  without  the 
cushion  of  price  protection  to  fall  back  on. 

Even  with  open  production  seasons  in  the  past  two  years,  in  which  more  rice 
has  been  produced  than  at  any  other  time  in  U.S.  rice  production  history,  the 
farmers  have  been  getting  more  on  a  monthly  and  seasonal  national  average 
per  hundredweight  than  they  did  at  any  time  prior  to  July,  1973,  under  closed 
production. 

The  national,  monthly  average  price  per  hundredweight  for  rice  to  farmers 
in  September  was  $8.88.  Seasonal  average  prices  are  the  important  ones  to 
consider.  The  September  price  was  24.21  percent  higher  than  the  1972-73  season 
average  price  of  $6.73  per  hundredweight  for  rice  to  farmers.  It  is  39.37  percent 
higher  than  the  $5.24  season  average  price  per  hundredweight  for  rice  received 
bv  farmers  in  the  1971-72  year.  Even  taking  into  account  the  rises  in  production 
costs,  the  $8.88  per  hundredweight  price,  I  am  told,  is  substantially  higher  than 
the  cost  of  producing  rice — it  is  profitable. 

A  final  issue  I  would  discuss  is  that  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture's  carry- 
over projections.  The  latest  USDA  forecast  for  August  1,  1976.  is  14.7  to  21.7 
million  hundredweight.  It  has  not  been  unusual  for  the  USDA  October  rice  carry- 
over projections  to  be  high.  For  example,  the  October,  1974  projections  were 
62.64  percent  higher  than  the  actual  August  1,  1975,  carryover.  As  a  matter  of 
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fact,  rice  supply  and  demand  projections  by  USDA  are  noted  for  their  inaccuracy, 
variability,  and  conservatism.  In  seven  of  the  last  ten  years  the  USDA  carryover 
projections  have  been  higher  than  the  actual  figure. 

Last  year's  October  projections  were  made  at  a  time  when  USDA  should 
have  been  fully  aware  of  the  world  food  crisis  and  its  implications  for  U.S. 
grain  markets,  and  at  a  time  when  USDA  itself  was  cautiously  forecasting  an 
increase  in  rice  sales.  Even  as  late  as  April,  1975,  USDA  was  projecting  an 
August  1,  1975,  carryover  that  turned  out  to  be  47.02  higher  than  what  the 
actual  August  1,  1975,  carryover  figure  shows. 

What  actually  happened  was  that  under  open  production,  the  U.S.  produced 
and  sold  in  the  domestic  and  world  commercial  markets  more  rice  than  at  any- 
time in  its  history  and  had  an  August  1,  1975,  carryover  of  7.1  million 
hundredweight,  lower  than  the  previous  year  and  one  of  the  lowest  carryover 
figures  in  U.S.  rice  production  history.  We  were  competitive  and  when  we  are 
competitive  we  sell  rice. 

If  the  October,  1975,  USDA  rice  carryover  projections  for  August  1,  1976,  are 
off  not  by  the  percentage  its  October,  1974  projection  for  August  1,  1975  were, 
but  by  the  amount  of  the  percentage  error  of  its  April,  1975  forecasts,  then 
the  actual  August  1,  1976  carryover  will  range  from  7.7  to  11.5  million  hundred- 
weight. This,  I  understand,  is  well  within  the  range  considered  acceptable  by 
the  rice  industry. 

The  low  1975  carryover  figure  and  the  increase  in  world  domestic  sales  of 
rice  were  achieved  in  a  year  when  rice  supplies  in  the  U.S.  increased  by  19.1 
percent  over  the  previous  year.  The  USDA  is  forecasting  only  a  7.6  percent 
increase  in  total  U.S.  supplies  next  year  and  has  said  in  its  October,  1975,  "Rice 
Situation"  report  that  domestic  use  will  increase  five  percent  over  last  year 
and  ".  .  .  overall  world  demand  will  continue  strong.  .  .  .".  At  the  same  time, 
the  USDA,  to  get  its  projected  carryover  figures  of  14.7  to  21.7  million  hundred- 
weight, had  to  assume  a  slower  rate  of  growth  of  demand  for  U.S.  rice  last 
year — or  from  20.96  percent  in  1975  to  between  1.88  and  7.58  percent  in  1976. 
The  USDA  "Rice  Situation"  report  for  October.  1975.  does  not  indicate  that  the 
Department  expects  that  kind  of  dramatic  decrease  in  demand  growth. 

Another  aspect  of  the  USDA  projections  for  the  August  1,  1976  carryover 
date  is  found  in  comparing  the  figures  shown  in  the  April,  1975  "Rice  Situation" 
report  and  that  for  October  1975.  In  April  USDA  was  forecasting  a  carryover 
of  24.4  to  26.4  million  hundredweight  for  August  1,  1976.  By  the  time  of  the 
October  publication  this  figure  dropped  to  14.7  to  21.7  million  hundredweight, 
indicating  a  marked  improvement  in  the  supply  and  demand  outlook. 

Nonetheless,  if  USDA  forecasts  hold  up,  we  are  faced  with  the  immediate 
prospect  of  a  "closed  production"  year  for  the  1976  crop.  The  expectation  is 
that  national  acreage  in  production  will  be  reduced  from  approximately  2.8 
million  to  as  low  as  1.65  million  acres.  If  that  happens,  the  consequences  will 
be  swift  and  painful.  Higher  consumer  prices  can  be  expected  by  next  summer. 
The  United  States  will  lose  between  a  half  billion  and  $1.1  billion  in  export 
income.  U.S.  rice  export  markets  will  be  hurt,  possibly  beyond  complete  recovery. 
The  door  to  better  incomes  will  be  slammed  to  farmers  who  have  had  the  grit 
to  get  into  rice  production  without  any  hope  of  price  protection  such  as  the 
old  growers  have  and  would  continue  to  enjoy  under  this  new  legislation.  If 
new  legislation  is  not  enacted,  Congress  will  break  faith  with  the  millions  of 
the  world's  hungry  who  have  believed  our  fine  promises  of  good  faith  efforts 
to  help  relieve  their  plight. 

The  Chairman.  If  there  are  some  pressing  questions  which  the 
members  of  the  committee  wish  to  ask,  we  will  take  these  up  now. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  hate  to  impose  on  the  committee  but  I  do  not  under- 
stand the  reasoning  of  some  of  the  proponents.  Mr.  Burlison  is  the 
only  witness  of  that  type  that  we  have.  Let  me  ask  him  this.  TVhere  do 
you  propose  to  sell  this  rice  ?  The  United  States  will  not  use  more  than 
a  third  of  it. 

Mr.  Burlisox.  I  would  propose  to  sell  it  where  we  sell  our  wheat 
and  our  cotton  and  our  soybeans. 

Mr.  Poage.  We  sell  our  wheat  to  Russia  and  Poland  and  Germany 
and  J apan.  None  of  those  would  buy  any  substantial  quantity  of  rice, 
would  they  ?  They  never  have. 
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Mr.  Burlison.  I  would  say  to  my  friend  from  Texas  that  we  have 
not  reached  that  point  yet  of  not  having  enough  market  for  our  rice 
because  there  is  apparently  a  world  shortage  of  food,  and  rice  is  one 
of  the  commodities  that  would  fill  that  need. 

Mr.  Poage.  That  is  the  fundamental  error  in  all  of  this,  to  assume 
that  there  is  such  a  shortage.  Of  course  there  are  people  who  would 
like  to  have  rice.  There  are  people  who  would  like  to  have  wheat,  and 
there  are  people  who  would  like  to  have  the  calves  that  we  cannot  sell. 
There  are  people  that  would  like  to  have  all  of  these  things,  but  I  want 
you  to  identify  them  because  most  of  those  people  cannot  pay  for  them. 

Mr.  Burlison.  We  provide  rice  and  the  other  commodities  to  a  lot 
of  countries  who  cannot  pay  for  it. 

Mr.  Poage.  That  is  right ;  that  is  what  I  am  getting  to. 

I  will  yield  to  Mr.  Bowen  in  a  moment,  but  I  would  like  to  get 
through  with  this  thought. 

You  cited  Bangladesh,  or  somebody  cited  it.  Has  Bangladesh  ever 
paid  us  $1  for  a  sale  of  rice  ?  Have  we  ever  received  $1  for  the  sale  of 
rice  to  Bangladesh  ? 

Mr.  Burlison.  I  did  not  cite  Bangladesh,  so  I  cannot  speak  to  that, 
but  I  do  know  that  we  have  a  world  market  for  rice  at  this  time  and 
that  world  market  is  in  the  neighborhood  of  $9  per  hundredweight,  and 
my  farmers  are  tickled  to  death  to  try  to  raise  rice  at  that  price.  It 
seems  to  me  that  it  is  a  fundamental  inequity,  Mr.  Poage,  to  permit 
farmers  in  one  area,  one  State,  or  two  States  in  the  Nation  to  have  a 
monopoly  on  the  production  of  a  commodity  and  to  permit  those  areas 
to  retain  that  monopoly  when  there  are  other  farmers  in  the  Midwest 
and  the  Midsouth  and  perhaps  other  areas  in  the  country  that  want  a 
shot  at  this  market. 

Mr.  Poage.  Let  us  come  back  to  the  problem.  Across  the  line  from 
you,  Arkansas  has  had  a  pretty  good  allotment  for  a  good  many  years. 
The  chief  proponent  of  this  has  not  been  discriminated  against. 

"Where  are  we  going  to  sell  this  rice  ?  You  said  we  are  going  to  sell 
it  where  we  sell  wheat.  We  are  not  going  to  sell  it  where  we  sell  wheat 
because  the  same  people  do  not  want  to  eat  rice  and  wheat  in  large 
quantities. 

I  think  that  rather  than  giving  us  these  hopeful  thoughts,  that  we 
ought  to  have  some  facts  here  as  to  where  this  rice  is  going. 

Will  you  not  agree  that  the  figure  is  substantially  correct  that  only 
one-third  of  this  rice  can  be  sold  in  the  United  States  ? 

Mr.  Burlison.  I  would  think,  Mr.  Poage,  that  that  is  a  fairly  reli- 
able estimate.  By  the  same  token,  as  you  know  so  very  well,  we  export 
an  extremely  large  proportion  of  other  grains  and  commodities.  Soy- 
beans and  wheat  have  been  exported  for  many  years,  and  we  have  ex- 
ported as  much  as  50  percent  of  those. 

Mr.  Poage.  And  we  export  them  to  people  who  can  pay  for  them. 
We  export  the  largest  part  of  those  to  japan  and  to  Western  Europe, 
and  rather  recently,  a  rather  substantial  amount  is  probably  going  to 
the  Soviet  Union. 

All  of  those  people  are  able  and  do  pay. 

What  I  am  asking  you  is  where  are  we  selling  rice  and  getting  money 
for  it? 

Mr.  Bowen.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Poage.  I  would  like  to  complete  my  examination  of  the  witness 
and  then  I  will  yield  to  the  gentleman. 
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Where  are  we  selling  rice  and  getting  money  for  it  ? 

Mr.  Buruson.  Mr.  Poage,  we  are  selling  rice  in  a  number  of  places. 
I  am  not  going  to  engage  in  an  argument  with  my  friend  about  where 
it  is  going.  Let  me  answer  the  question  generally  by  saying  that  it  is 
going  to  enough  places  to  support  a  $9  per  hundredweight  market 
price  and  my  farmers  are  anxious  to  raise  it  at  that  price. 

Where  is  it  going '?  It  does  not  matter  where  it  is  going  so  long  as 
it  commands  a  market  price  of  $9  to  $10  per  hundredweight.  What 
difference  does  it  make 4  Whether  it  goes  to  Bangladesh  or  India? 

Mr.  Poage.  I  think  the  gentleman  is  on  the  City  Council  of  New 
York  City  to  give  me  that  sort  of  an  answer. 

What  we  are  doing  is  selling  rice  to  the  U.S.  Government  at  $9  a 
hundredweight  to  give  to  Bangladesh  and  to  give  to  various  coun- 
tries all  over  the  world  under  Public  Law  480.  It  does  not  bring  a 
dollar  into  the  U.S.  Treasury,  and  on  the  contrary  it  bleeds  the 
Treasury  for  every  dollar  and  every  bushel  of  that  rice  that  we  are 
shipping  out  under  Public  Law  480.  It  is  costing  the  U.S.  Government 
the  $9  a  hundredweight,  rather  than  bringing  anything  into  this 
country. 

I  asked  the  gentleman  in  all  fairness  to  tell  me  where  we  are  getting 
money  in  for  the  sale  of  this  rice.  I  do  not  get  the  answer. 

If  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  wants  to  give  me  the  answer  I 
would  be  glad  to  have  it. 

Mr.  Bowex.  I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  that  the  Public  Law  480  sales  is  only 
a  minor  portion  of  our  sales. 

Mr.  Poage.  They  are  making  up  the  biggest  portion  of  it  right  now. 
They  did  not  make  it  up  2  years  ago,  but  they  are  making  up  almost 
all  of  it  now. 

Mr.  Bowex.  We  are  consuming  about  42  million  hundredweight  of 
rice  in  this  country  and  we  are  exporting  about  72  million  hundred- 
weight and  only  about  17.6  million  of  that  is  Public  Law  480. 

Mr.  Poage.  That  is  last  year's  figures  when  we  were  shipping  rice  to 
a  great  many  parts  of  the  world.  Now  will  the  gentleman  tell  me  where 
we  are  shipping  rice  today  and  getting  cash  money  for  it?  Will  the 
gentleman  answer  the  question  ? 

Mr.  Bowen.  Do  you  want  me  to  read  off  a  list  of  the  countries  ?  The 
point  is  you  can  only  go  on  the  record  of  past  purchases.  How  do  I 
know  who  is  going  to  buy  the  rice  next  month  ?  I  can  tell  you  this,  that 
the  money  that  the  OPEC  countries  are  gaining  through  us  from  oil 
sales  is  being  used  to  purchase  rice  in  large  amounts.  Our  sales  in- 
creased 48  percent  to  the  Middle  Eastern  nations  last  year.  I  do  not 
particularly  like  the  fact  that  they  are  getting  our  dollars,  but  I  like 
to  get  all  of  it  back  that  I  can  in  commercial  sales.  That  is  where  the 
future  price  is,  in  commercial  sales,  and  the  outlook  is  very  bright. 

You  mentioned  the  Soviet  Union.  Until  this  moratorium  was  put 
on,  the  Soviet  Union  wanted  to  buy  100,000  metric  tons  of  rice.  The 
J apanese  do  buy  rice. 

Mr.  Poage.  The  Japanese  are  exporting  rice. 

Mr.  Bowen.  The  Carribean  nations  and  the  Cubans  may  well  be  in 
the  market  for  American  rice  for  200,000  metric  tons  shortly. 

I  do  not  think  anything  is  gained  by  reading  the  shopping  list  of 
countries.  The  fact  is  that  I  believe  the  members  of  this  committee  can 
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see  that  the  market  is  there,  and  all  you  have  to  do  is  see  who  bought 
last  year  and  the  year  before,  and  the  fact  that  the  market  is  going  up 
sharply.  Neither  the  gentleman  from  Missouri  nor  I,  nor  an}-body,  can 
tell  me  for  certain  who  is  going  to  buy  the  American  rice  next  month, 
or  the  next  month. 

As  he  wisely  pointed  out,  the  market  price  is  there,  and  there  are 
ricegrowers  who  are  anxious,  willing,  and  able  to  produce  rice  at  that 
price. 

So.  if  the  market  is  there  and  if  the  millers  are  buying  it  from  you, 
then  it  is  not  our  business  to  run  around  and  ask  the  millers  where  they 
are  going  to  sell  it,  and  where  the  exporters  are  going  to  sell  it.  That 
is  their  business.  The  farmer  only  wants  to  sell  rice  in  the  market  and 
it  is  there. 

Mr.  Johnson.  There  are  three  pages  of  countries  listed  which  are 
purchasing  rice.  Pages  153, 154, 155  of  our  report. 

Mr.  Poage.  If  the  gentleman  will  look  at  the  figures,  we  sold  $285 
million  worth  of  rice  last  year.  We  had  a  carryover  of  7.1  million 
hundredweight.  So,  what  we  are  getting  money  for  is  infinitesimal. 
What  we  are  doing  is  selling  the  rice  to  the  U.S.  Government  and  we 
are  paying  for  it.  It  is  costing  the  Government  to  move  this  excess  rice. 

Mr.  Burlison.  For  the  purpose  of  the  record,  let  me  respond. 

The  Chairman.  The  Chair's  intention  was  to  allow  our  colleagues 
to  make  statements  regarding  the  rice  situation.  This  is  actually  a 
markup  session.  It  is  certainly  the  right  of  any  member  of  the  com- 
mittee to  argue,  but  I  am  concerned  that  we  are  keeping  colleagues 
from  other  responsibilities.  I  want  to  emphasize  that  we  have  a  tight 
schedule,  and  must  process  with  the  markup  of  the  bill. 

If  there  are  further  questions,  however,  let  us  have  them.  I  do  not 
want  to  cut  off  members. 

We  are  making  an  exception  to  the  rule  by  hearing  from  witnesses 
after  the  subcommittee  has  reported  a  bill  to  the  full  committee. 

Mr.  Brown.  Without  having  had  the  benefit  of  participating  in  the 
subcommittee  hearings,  I  just  want  to  clarify  one  point  which  I  think 
might  be  important  to  our  colleagues. 

I  note  that  it  is  anticipated  that  the  enactment  of  this  legislation 
would  result  in  additional  rice  plantings.  I  note  from  page  140  of  the 
subcommittee  report  that  one  estimate  at  least  said  that  there  would 
be  an  additional  1  million  acres  planted  in  rice  which  would  produce, 
I  gather,  about  40  million  hundredweight  additional  rice. 

Obviously,  this  would  have  a  drastic  effect  on  the  market  in  view 
of  the  one-third  increase  in  acreage  production. 

I  would  like  to  ask  if  we  can  verify  that  we  could  anticipate  some 
impact  of  this  magnitude :  in  other  words,  the  one-third  increase  in  the 
acreage  production  of  rice  as  a  result  of  the  passage  of  this  legislation 
as  testified  in  the  committee  hearings. 

Mr.  Bowen.  The  gentleman  is  probably  incorrect  in  thinking  that. 
Regardless  of  what  that  particular  sentence  says,  to  think  that  produc- 
tion would  expand  is  erroneous.  We  have  had  that  open  market  for  2 
years.  This  legislation  allows  that  open  market  to  continue.  That  is  the 
same  system  under  which  we  have  operated  for  2  years. 

There  is  no  particular  reason  for  a  vast  expansion  in  production.  In 
fact,  what  will  happen  is  just  the  other  side  of  the  coin.  There  will  be 
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an  abrupt  and  sharp  cutback  in  production  as  a  result  of  the  Secretary 
closing  market  quotas,  which  will  cut  a  million  acres  from  production 
and  probably  increase  the  price  of  rice  by  two  times  on  the  grocery 
shelves  and  will  lose  this  country  about  $1  billion  in  export  sales  of 
rice,  and  that  is  what  is  likely  to  happen  if  we  do  not  pass  this 
legislation. 

Mr.  Brown.  Let  me  pursue  this  question  further. 

If  there  would  be  no  net  increase  with  the  additional  1  million 
acres  planted,  would  this  not  then  result  in  a  reduction  in  the  acreage 
in  California  and  Texas,  and  other  established  areas  which  are  now 
being  planted  with  rice? 

Mr.  Burlison.  Let  me  respond  to  my  friend  from  California  as  to 
what  would  happen  in  my  congressional  district.  I  am  sure  this  would 
happen  in  Mr.  Alexander's  congressional  district  as  well. 

If  there  becomes  an  oversupply  of  rice  in  relation  to  other  com- 
modities, my  farmers  will  raise  wheat  or  corn  or  soybeans.  If,  at  the 
time  of  the  planting  season,  the  outlook  for  those  commodities  is 
better  than  it  is  for  rice,  they  will  do  that. 

So,  this  bill  will  merely  permit  the  market  to  operate  in  an  open 
fashion.  It  will  let  farmers  plant  what  they  want,  when  the  outlook 
is  favorable  for  those  particular  commodities. 

As  I  have  noted,  the  same  thing  was  done  with  respect  to  cotton  and 
wheat  and  corn.  This  was  just  a  couple  of  years  ago. 

Mr.  Brown.  I  appreciate  your  response.  You  have  indicated  that 
the  acreage  about  tripled  in  your  district. 

Mr.  Burlison.  That  is  correct.  If  my  friends  from  Texas  and  Cali- 
fornia are  accurate  in  that  we  are  going  to  have  an  oversupply  which 
would  suppress  prices,  then  my  farmers  will  go  back  to  planting 
cotton  and  sovbeans  and  wheat. 

Mr.  Brown.  Let  me  pursue  this  one  step  further  

Mr.  Btjrlison.  This  would  let  the  farmers  farm,  rather  than  letting 
the  Government  do  the  farming  and  make  the  decisions. 

Mr.  Brown.  If  there  is  a  substantial  carrvover  of  rice  under  this 
legislation,  this  would  trigger  a  reduction  in  allotments,  would  it  not  ? 

Mr.  Burlison.  Under  the  present  law  that  is  correct.  If  the  supply 
reaches  a  certain  point,  then  the  Secretary  

Mr.  Brown.  It  would  also  apply  under  the  proposed  legislation  at  a 
certain  level  of  overproduction. 

Mr.  Bowen.  No. 

Mr.  Burlison.  I  do  not  believe  the  gentleman  is  accurate  on  that 
point. 

Mr.  Brown.  I  yield  to  my  colleague  from  California. 

Mr.  Krebs.  I  wonder  if  the  gentleman  from  Missouri  could  clarify 
a  point  for  me.  It  may  be  clear  to  others,  but  it  remains  nebulous  to 
me.  I  think  it  is  a  crucial  point. 

It  seems  to  me  that  there  is  a  conflict  between  your  testimony,  Mr. 
Burlison,  and  the  comments  made  by  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi, 
Mr.  Bowen.  He  argues,  as  I  understand  it,  that  the  acreage  is  going 
to  drop,  and  you  have  told  us  that  all  of  the  cotton  farmers  and  other 
farmers  you  have  in  your  district  are  so  anxious  to  grow  rice  that  they 
are  willing  to  switch  from  these  other  crops  to  rice.  So  it  seems  to  me 
there  is  a  conflict  there.  I  wonder  if  you  can  clear  it  up  for  me. 

80-726—76  9 


114 


Mr.  Burlison.  No,  they  have  not  switched  in  great  magnitude.  They 
have  switched  enough  to  more  than  triple  the  amount  of  acreage 
planted  to  rice  in  my  district. 

As  I  have  already  mentioned,  that  trend  may  reverse  if  the  rice 
market  is  glutted.  But  in  the  last  2  years  that  trend,  with  the  open 
planting,  has  been  a  strong  trend  toward  the  growing  of  rice. 

Mr.  Leggett.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  we  have  to  understand  how 
the  old  law  works,  and  how  the  new  law  works. 

As  I  understand  the  new  law  after  having  consulted  with  Mr. 
Breaux,  the  effect  of  a  big  surplus  would  not  trigger  allotments  be- 
cause, as  I  understand  it,  the  allotments  we  have  would  be  wiped  out. 

What  would  happen  would  be  that  those  people  who  have  allotments 
would  be  able  to  get  the  cash  payments.  That  is  if  you  sold  rice  for 
$6  a  hundredweight  and  the  support  price  stayed  at  $8.25.  Then  all 
of  our  people,  that  is,  Mr.  Breaux  and  mine,  on  their  allotment  acreage 
would  be  able  to  pick  up  a  couple  of  dollars  in  cash.  Very  frankly,  we 
do  not  wTant  that. 

Mr.  Burlison's  new  people,  under  this  legislation,  would  not  be  able 
to  pick  up  a  dime.  In  which  case  he  would  have  to  figure  out  whether 
he  could  actually  grow  rice  for  $5  or  $6 — and  I  suspect  he  cannot,  in 
which  case  he  would  be  stuck  with  costs  of  buying  machines  and  tilings 
like  that. 

I  do  not  begrudge  anybody  to  get  into  this  business,  but  I  think  we 
ought  to  keep  this  in  mind:  The  rice  industry  has  been  reasonably 
confined  to  a  balance  of  supply  and  demand  situation.  We  have  not 
had  a  situation  where  we  have  37,000  growers  of  cotton  in  South  Caro- 
lina that  grow  an  average  of  seven  acres.  They  make  a  net  of  about 
$500  a  year. 

We  do  not  have  that  situation  in  rice.  That  is  a  social  problem.  It  is 
not  an  agriculture  problem.  But  this  committee  deals  with  a  large 
number  of  social  problems  and  you  also  have  some  commercial 
problems. 

Right  now  rice  is  a  commercial  commodity.  I  do  not  see  that  you 
ought  to  keep  it  enfranchised  and  limited,  but  certainly  you  should 
not  throw  away  the  supply  management  tools. 

There  is  danger  in  passing  legislation  that  you  can  get  your  supplies 
totally  out  of  phase  with  demand. 

I  agree  with  Mr.  Burlison  that  this  committee  can  pass  this  bill  out 
and  throw  it  to  the  floor,  and  the  floor  will  pass  it  very  quickly. 
There  will  be  no  problem  whatsoever. 

But  the  floor  cannot  understand  this.  This  committee  theoretically 
should  be  able  to  understand  this,  and  if  you  do  not  understand  it, 
then  you  ought  to  refer  it  back  to  the  subcommittee  so  that  you  can  get 
some  more  testimony. 

You  are  on  the  razor's  edge  of  making  a  very  important  decision. 

It  is  not  going  to  measurably  help  the  price  of  rice  in  the  store  for 
the  consumers,  but  it  is  going  to  cost  the  Government  one  whale  of  a 
chunk  of  dough;  as  Mr.  Poage  indicated  we  pay  $285  million  to  get 
rid  of  our  surplus  rice  last  year  under  Public  Law  480.  Anybody  who 
can  defend  the  Public  Law  480  program  last  year  as  food  for  peace 
program,  then  you  just  look  at  the  countries  where  we  gave  the  rice. 
We  did  not  give  it  to  the  hungry  nations.  We  gave  it  to  the  nations 
where  we  had  deals,  and  where  we  had  special  relations  with,  and 
tilings  like  that. 
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Really,  we  just  bought  up  this  rice  and  gave  it  away.  If  you  want  to 
huy  up  even  more  rice  and  give  it  away  in  the  same  pattern,  then  go 
ahead  and  do  it.  I  think  we  ought  to  develop  a  program  of  food  for 
peace  that  is  meaningful.  I  think  it  ought  to  be  related  to  the  hungry. 
Then  if  we  want  to  go  ahead  and  do  this  and  try  it  and  encourage 
people  to  go  into  the  business,  then  we  can  do  it. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Richmond. 

Mr.  Richmond.  I  wanted  to  know  the  price  and  Mr.  Breaux  tells  me 
it  was  $8.40  a  hundredweight. 
Mr.  Johnson.  No. 

The  Chairman.  Those  members  who  have  questions  of  Members  of 
Congress  should  state  them.  The  purpose  of  the  session  is  to  get  infor- 
mation. I  do  not  want  to  be  restrictive ;  but  while  we  have  our  members 
here,  we  should  hear  from  them.  Mr.  Krebs. 

Mr.  Krebs.  I  have  one  brief  question  for  Mr.  Leggett. 

When  you  stated  in  your  initial  testimony  that  your  farmers  will 
survive  quite  nicely  even  with  this  legislation,  did  you  not  by  way  of 
summary  say  that,  in  effect,  they  would  do  so  at  the  cost  to  the  Amer- 
ican taxpayer? 

Mr.  Leggett.  Exactly. 

I  recall  some  years  ago  when  my  farmers  were  saying  "We  are  an 
independent  group  and  it  does  not  cost  the  Government  anything." 
They  were  saying  that  they  could  be  just  as  separate  from  government 
as  anybody.  They  do  not  understand  that  it  costs  one-third  of  a  billion 
dollars  to  get  rid  of  this  commodity  and  pay  for  the  administration 
and  storage  and  things  like  that.  This  does  not  disappear  without  cost. 

If  this  committee  can  get  a  commitment  from  OMB  that  they  will 
support  a  half  a  billion  dollars  for  Public  Law  480,  and  maybe  also 
develop  some  kind  of  a  reasonable  plan  for  disposal  of  all  rice  in 
Public  Law  480,  that  makes  sense,  then  open  it  up  and  let  everybody  in. 

I  do  not  really  think  I  can  grow  any  more  rice  in  my  district  very 
frankly.  We  are  filled  up. 

Some  years  ago  I  was  trying  to  keep  the  total  commodity  price  for 
rice  under  about  $150  million.  Now  I  see  it  is  up  twice  that.  Very 
frankly,  it  is  embarrassing  to  me. 

Mr.  Fithian.  I  direct  this  to  Congressman  Leggett. 

We  had  figures  in  the  subcommittee,  and  again  yesterday  in  the  full 
committee,  that  the  average  for  California  rice  farmers  in  terms  of 
net  profit  per  acre  was  about  $253.  Do  you  have  any  reason  to  believe 
in  that  figure  ? 

Mr.  Leggett.  I  would  say  this.  Of  course  that  depends  on  whether 
you  are  talking  about  $18  rice  or  $9  rice. 

There  is  no  doubt  about  it  that  the  farmers  can  do  very  well  some- 
times in  this  commodity.  Sometimes  it  is  rather  lean.  Over  the  past 
15  years  the  farmers  have  done  very  well. 

Mr.  Fithian.  This  was  the  figure  that  was  offered  the  committee, 
and  I  noted  in  the  same  figures  that  there  is  a  wide  variety  of  price  and 
profit  differential  between  sections  of  the  country. 

As  I  recall  those  figures,  the  California  rice'farmer  was  by  far  at 
the  better  end  of  it. 

I  just  did  a  little  mathematics  here.  I  used  the  figure  $250  per  acre. 
The  average  size  of  the  rice  farm  in  California  has  200  acres.  That 
nets  out  $50,000  a  year. 
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I  am  not  sure  whether  I  have  farmers  like  that  in  Indiana,  but  I  am 
not  sure  that  if  we  did  have,  then  we  would  welcome  some  competition. 

That  is  my  question.  If  that  is  even  reasonably  accurate  and  even  if 
it  is  only  half  accurate,  let  us  say  $25,000  or  $80,000  net  in  terms  of 
farm  income  which  would  be  half  that  in  a  year,  then  I  am  having  a 
little  bit  of  difficulty  trying  to  figure  out  why  we  should  continue  the 
monopoly. 

Mr.  Leggett.  We  figured  this  out  years  ago,  when  he  had  the  cot- 
ton bill.  I  have  no  cotton  in  my  district  so  I  can  be  just  as  straight 
about  it — I  figured  out  when  I  was  on  the  Agriculture  Committee 
back  in  1961  and  1962  or  1963,  that  they  were  averaging  per  farm 
$40,000  to  $50,000  while  simultaneously  in  South  Carolina  they  were 
averaging  about  $500.  Still  we  had  the  same  law  covering  both 
commodities. 

It  is  like  Cadillacs  and  bicycles. 

In  rice  we  do  not  have  the  drag  of  a  lot  of  small  people  in  produc- 
tion. By  and  large,  as  you  indicate,  they  are  200-acre  people  and 
$40,000  or  $50,000  net  is  not  a  large  amount  of  money  when  you  are 
paying  off  a  $150,000  machine  and  trucks  and  things  like  that,  and 
pa}Ting  for  aeroplanes  and  things  like  that.  You  have  to  have  a  good 
cash  flow. 

But,  if  you  would  look  at  your  200-acre  corn  farmer  in  Indiana, 
then  you  are  going  to  find  that  they  are  approximating  those  figures 
on  the  new  land. 

Mr.  Fithian.  It  was  my  impression  that  the  cost  of  production  was 
figured  prior  to  the  analysis  of  the  $250. 

Mr.  Leggett.  Yes,  but  }Tou  are  still  dealing  in  large  amounts  of 
money. 

Mr.  Fithiax.  But  my  point  is  that  if  the  figure  is  accurate — and  I 
do  not  know  enough  about  rice  production  to  vote  on  this  frankly, 
except  what  we  have  heard  in  the  testimony,  but  the  basic  point  is  that 
I  am  trying  to  establish  if  the  figures  are  correct. 

Mr.  Leggett.  If  the  figures  were  correct  for  $18,  then  they  may  be 
just  half  that  at  $9.  Believe  me,  you  cannot  rely  on  the  figures  you  get 
because  there  are  as  many  different  figures  as  there  are  people.  There 
is  no  Federal  agency  that  will  give  you  the  figures  with  all  the  com- 
puters they  have  over  there.  Nobody  has  the  figures  over  there  at  the 
Department. 

Mr.  Fithiax.  If  it  is  true  that  the  people  generally  lie.  cheat,  and 
steal,  is  it  not  normal  that  they  do  not  exaggerate  their  income  for 
Federal  tax  purposes  ? 

Mr.  Leggett.  Most  of  it  comes  from  foundations  and  some  of  the 
special  groups.  The  information  you  are  getting  is  not  from  the  Bureau 
of  Internal  Revenue.  It  is  all  estimated  based  on  the  number  of  dif- 
ferent variables. 

The  Chairman.  The  time  of  the  gentleman  has  expired.  Mr.  Mathis. 

Mr.  Mattiis.  I  do  not  intend  to  engage  in  a  dialog.  I  appreciate 
them  coming  to  share  with  us  their  concerns.  Mr.  Leggett,  I  think  you 
may  have  put  your  finger  on  the  crux  of  the  problem  so  far,  as  far  as 
California  growers  are  concerned,  when  you  say  that  you  are  not 
going  to  arrow  any  more  rice  in  your  district.  I  would  like  to  ask  Mr. 
Breaux  if  that  is  the  crux  of  the  situation  in  his  district.  Are  you  about 
using  all  the  land  that  is  available  ? 
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Mr.  Breaux.  Mr.  Mathis,  the  situation  in  southwest  Louisiana  is  that 
■we  have  planted  just  about  every  acre.  There  is  room  for  expansion 
in  a  lot  of  other  areas,  and  I  think  the  passage  of  the  bill  will  bring 
it  about.  There  are  a  lot  of  areas  that  are  not  expanded  to  their  full 
capacity  because  they  do  not  know  what  the  situation  is  going  to  be, 
whether  it  will  continue  like  it  is  or  whether  it  is  going  to  be  changed. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Those  areas  are  not  in  your  congressional  district  ? 

Mr.  Breaux.  Not  at  all. 

Mr.  Mathis.  We  have  heard  a  lot  of  criticism  of  Public  Law  480. 
I  think  some  of  it  is  justified  but  I  do  not  recall.  Mr.  Chairman,  hear- 
ing any  Members  coming  and  criticizing  Public  Law  480  programs 
and  the  amount  of  rice  purchased  prior  to  the  time  that  this  legisla- 
tion came  up. 

I  wonder  if  you  know,  Mr.  Leggett  or  Mr.  Breaux,  what  the  record 
is  under  the  Public  Law  480  program  for  the  rice  that  we  sold  under 
title  I. 

Mr.  Breaux.  It  is  not  too  bad,  particularly  in  South  Korea.  It  is  a 
good  customer. 

Mr.  Mathis.  They  are  a  major  customer  under  title  I.  What  about 
title  II  rice? 

Mr.  Breaux.  Title  II,  of  course,  is  the  total  giveaway  program.  It 
is  not  a  long-term  loan,  it  is  given  away  because  the  country  does  not 
have  enough  money  to  pay.  It  is  a  very  small  portion  of  the  total 
Public  Law  480  production.  Generally  those  are  the  countries  that 
have  no  ability  to  pay  back  whatsoever. 

Mr.  Leggett.  If  the  gentleman  will  yield,  when  you  put  together 
a  package  and  they  buy  part  of  the  rice  and  you  give  them  the  other 
part,  and  so  you  get  a  hybrid  price  so  the  figures  you  have  on  cash 
sales  are  not  accurate,  because  a  lot  of  those  sales  have  not  been  made. 

Mr.  Mathis.  I  wonder  if  the  gentleman  could  cite  such  an  example. 

Mr.  Leggett.  That  is  the  deal  every  year  with  Korea. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Korea  buys  rice  under  the  Public  Law  480,  title  I  ? 

Mr.  Leggett.  They  get  giveaway  rice. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Under  title  II,  I  think  the  gentleman  is  incorrect.  They 
are  buying  rice  under  title  I. 

If  there  are  instances  where  we  are  having  that,  I  want  to  know 
where  they  are. 

Mr.  Leggett.  We  cannot  tell  you. 

Mr.  Mathis.  That  is  much  like  the  question  of  "where  are  the 
markets?" 

Mr.  Leggett.  I  withdraw  that  statement.  I  was  mistaken.  But,  I 
would  say  this.  If  you  look  at  countries  that  are  getting  giveaway  rice, 
then  it  does  not  fit  into  a  reasonable  pattern. 

Mr.  Mathis.  I  think  that  is  a  matter  of  judgment  and  probably  a 
matter  of  opinion  I  would  say  to  my  friend  from  California. 

We  have  heard  much  from  you  gentlemen  about  the  cost  of  rice 
and  I  know  they  are  absolutely  right.  There  is  a  high  cost  crop  to  get 
to  the  market.  If  in  fact  the  market  declines,  as  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana  insists  it  is  going  to,  do  you  know  a  farmer  in  the  country 
that  is  going  to  be  willing  to  go  and  risk  this  amount  of  cash  to  get 
into  the  rice  growing  business  ? 

Mr.  Breaux.  They  will  do  it  for  1  year  and  go  broke,  and  then 
leave. 
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Mr.  Leggett.  You  are  going  to  encourage  people  to  get  in  there  and 
then  get  hurt. 

Mr.  Mathis.  I  think  you  underestimate  the  intelligence  of  the 
American  farmer.  He  is  not  going  to  go  out  and  spend  a  lot  of  money 
to  go  bankrupt  in  1  year.  He  is  going  to  take  a  long-term  look  at  what 
the  market  is  going  to  do.  He  is  not  going  to  rush  out  and  make  that 
kind  of  investment  without  a  proper  amount  of  consideration,  in  my 
opinion. 

Maybe  I  overestimate  the  intelligence  of  the  American  farmer,  but 
I  know  quite  a  few  of  them,  and  I  do  not  think  they  are  quite  as  stupid 
as  that. 

Mr.  Breatjx.  Look  what  happened  the  first  year  that  they  opened 
up  and  removed  the  quota.  The  year  before  we  planted  about  1.8  mil- 
lion acres.  It  jumped  up  to  2.5. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Who  planted  the  rice  ? 

Mr.  Breatjx.  The  people  who  came  in  for  the  first  time  without  allot- 
ments and  they  wanted  to  get  into  it.  They  got  in  and  the  price  started 
to  £0  down  dramatically  because  of  their  entrance  into  the  market. 

Mr.  Mathis.  It  was  only  new  producers,  or  had  some  of  the  old 
producers  expanded  ? 

Mr.  Breaux.  Old  producers  could  only  expand  their  operations  if 
they  could  give  up  any  loan  or  purchase  that  they  might  have  on  their 
allotted  acres.  You  take  a  farmer  with  200  acres,  he  cannot  plant  out- 
side that  200-acre  lot  unless  he  gives  up  any  support  that  he  might  have 
on  his  allotted  acreage,  which  is  a  big  risk,  so  most  them  have  not  done- 
it.  Most  of  the  new  production  came  from  new  growers  who  did  not 
have  an  allotment. 

Mr.  Mathis.  I  see  my  time  is  up.  Thank  you  very  much,  gentlemen, 
for  coming. 

The  Chairman.  The  Chair  would  like  to  acknowledge  the  presence 
of  the  distinguished  Member  of  Congress,  Jack  Brooks,  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Government  Operations. 

Mr.  Brooks.  We  thank  you  very  much.  We  hope  you  can  help  the 
rice  farmers  in  east  Texas  to  survive. 

The  Chairman.  I  take  it  that  your  position  is  the  same  as  that  of 
Mr.  Poage,  and  Mr.  Pickle. 

_  Mr.  Leggett.  Let  me  say  one  more  thing.  When  we  talked  about 
giveaway  rice  under  title  II  and  the  so-called  credit  sale  under  title 
I,  as  I  understand  it,  the  title  I  sales  are  a  40-year  payback  with  vir- 
tually no  interest  rate.  Of  course,  with  the  inflation  rate  which  we 
have  currently  operative  it  is  obvious  that  for  all  current  intents  and 
purposes,  we  have  a  $70  billion  current  deficit  projected  to  go  up,  then 
in  the  short-term  this  is  giveaway  rice. 

The  Chairman.  Are  there  any  other  questions  ? 

Mr.  Harkin.  I  have  one  follow-up  question.  Mr.  Mathis  asked  if 
some  of  the  rice  farmers  did  not  expand  their  production  and,  if  I 
understand  your  answer,  it  was  basically  no,  that  they  did  not. 

Mr.  Leggett.  Mr.  Breaux  said  that. 

Mr.  Breaux.  The  people  who  expanded  were  people  who  did  not 
have  allotments.  When  the  Department  removes  the  quotas  anybody 
who  has  land  can  plant  rice  and  most  of  the  expansion  of  course  came 
from  people  who  did  not  have  allotments.  That  is  why  you  see  a  great 
deal  of  expansion  in  Arkansas  and  in  Congressman  Bowen's  district  in 
Mississippi. 
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Mr.  Harkin.  Did  the  people  with  allotments  intensify  their  produc- 
tion with  a  greater  use  of  fertilizer  for  example,  to  get  greater  yields  ? 
Mr.  Leggett.  They  are  always  doing  that. 

Mr.  Harkin.  I  am  just  wondering  if  because  of  the  increased  price 
that  perhaps  they  figured  out  that  it  would  be  better  to  double  the 
amount  of  fertilizer  to  get  a  bigger  yield. 

Mr.  Leggett.  It  does  not  work  exactly  that  way.  They  are  trying  to 
be  as  efficient  as  they  can.  My  people  in  California  rarely  put  their 
crop  under  the  loan.  As  a  result  you  find  that  most  of  the  expansion 
in  California  has  been  from  the  old  growers. 

Mr.  Burlison.  Mr.  Harkin,  I  think  that  you  and  Mr.  Mathis  have 
really  put  your  finger  on  the  crux  of  our  controversy. 

The  gentleman  from  California  and  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana 
have  both  stated  that  their  farmers  cannot  expand  any  more.  Well, 
inasmuch  as  they  cannot  expand  any  more,  then  they  do  not  want  any- 
one else  to  be  able  to  get  into  the  program. 

My  farmers,  and  most  of  the  other  farmers  of  the  Midsouth  and 
the  lower  Midwestern  States,  want  an  opportunity  to  get  into  this 
production.  The  fact  that  two  or  three  particular  States  in  the  Nation 
have  been  locked  in  under  the  old  program  should  not  be  permitted 
to  keep  their  monopoly  simply  because  they  cannot  expand  their  mar- 
ket, while  there  are  other  farmers  that  do  want  an  opportunity  to  have 
some  of  the  action. 

I  think  that  is  the  crux  of  the  matter. 

Mr.  Harkin.  I  think  you  are  right.  I  do  not  have  any  rice  farmers 
in  my  district ;  I  have  a  lot  of  corn  farmers.  If  I  were  to  draft  a  piece 
of  legislation,  I  would  have  a  piece  of  legislation  drafted  that  would 
say  basically  that  only  those  corn  farmers  that  were  growing  corn  15 
years  ago  would  be  locked  in  to  allotments  that  nobody  else  could 
grow  any  corn.  I  will  bet  you  my  farmers  would  really  like  that. 

They  would  not  be  getting  $2  or  $2.90  a  bushel.  They  would  be  get- 
ting about  $20  a  bushel  and  they  would  be  pretty  happy  about  it. 

But  I  do  not  know  if  it  is  fair.  I  would  not  think  it  would  be  in  the 
best  interests  of  free  enterprise. 

Mr.  Poage.  Will  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  yield  ? 

Mr.  Harkin.  I  would  be  glad  to. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  would  hope  that  all  of  my  colleagues  who  grow  tobacco 
and  peanuts  have  heard  this  colloquy.  You  are  going  to  hear  it  the 
next  year,  and  the  next.  It  is  going  to  apply  to  tobacco  as  it  does  rice. 
When  you  have  approved  this  idea  for  rice  you  are  going  to  find  it  em- 
barrassing when  the  same  words  are  thrown  back  at  you.  I  do  not  grow 
any  tobacco. 

Mr.  Harkin.  I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 
The  Chairman.  Mr.  Moore. 

Mr.  Moore.  I  want  to  follow  up  on  the  remarks  made  by  my  col- 
league, Mr.  Fithian.  I  would  like  to  ask  my  colleague  from  Louisiana, 
Mr.  Breaux,  what  is  the  profit  per  acre  ?  Do  you  have  any  figures  ? 

Mr.  Breaux.  I  just  happen  to  have  some. 

Mr.  Moore.  I  though  you  might. 

Mr.  Breaux.  On  cost  of  production,  and  gentlemen,  this  is  one  of 
the  key  things  that  you  have  to  consider,  there  are  two  studies  and 
my  friend  Mr.  Johnson  was  alluding  to  one  of  them.  Texas  A.  &  M. 
just  got  through  doing  a  very  detailed  study  on  rice  for  the  USD  A. 


120 


In  addition  to  that,  the  Louisiana  Farm  Bureau  just  got  through 
doing  a  very  extensive  study  on  the  cost  of  production  in  southwest 
Louisiana  in  the  area  I  am  in. 

This  study,  which  was  done  by  three  agricultural  economists  at  LSU, 
indicates  that  on  the  cost  of  production  a  farmer  has  a  total  cost  of 
$316.02  per  acre.  They  also  figure  that  on  the  1975  crop  a  return  of 
$9.32  per  hundredweight.  You  can  produce  35.75  hundredweight  per 
acre,  which  would  give  that  farmer  a  return  of  $333.19  on  the  average 
for  his  crop  of  rice. 

That  gives  him  a  net  income  of  $17.17  per  acre. 

Maybe  there  are  other  figures  which  Texas  A.  &  M.  has.  They  have 
a  cost  of  production  per  acre,  I  think,  in  the  neighborhood  of  $3.05 
per  acre. 

So  the  difference  in  the  two  studies  is  not  that  great.  That  gives  the 
farmer  a  return  of  $17.17  per  acre  if  he  sells  it  for  $9.32  per  hundred- 
weight. 

Right  now  it  is  selling  in  the  neighborhod  of  up  to  $10  per  hundred- 
weight. 

Mr.  Bedell.  Could  we  get  a  copy  of  the  breakdown  of  those  figures  ? 

Mr.  Breatjx.  I  would  be  glad  to  supply  it.  The  breakdown  includes 
the  cost  of  going  in  and  producing  an  acre. 

Mr.  Leggett.  The  figures  in  California  are  different.  I  do  not  want 
to  mislead  anyone. 

[The  information  referred  to  above  follows:] 

RICE  COSTS  AND  RETURNS  PER  ACRE,  AVERAGE  MANAGEMENT,  FULL  OWNER,  MEDIUM  AND  LATE  MATURING 
VARIETIES,  WATER  PLANTED,  GROUP  C  SOILS,  NEW  MACHINERY  PRICES,  SOUTHWEST  LOUISIANA  RICE  AREA 
1975 


Cost  per 

Item  Unit  unit    Quantity  Value 

VARIABLE  COSTS 

Preharv?st  costs: 

Seed   Hundredweight.. 

Fertilizer  (June  24, 1924)...  do  

Topdress  45  percent  Nitrogen  .do  

Propanil  Gallons  

Ordram  Pounds  

Furadan..  do.  

Custom  air  seeding..  Hundredweight.. 

Custom  air  fertilizing...    do  

Custom  air  Propanil    Acres.  

Custom  air  Ordram  do  

Custom  air  Furadan  do  

Machinery  do  

Tractors  .do  

Irrigation  machinery  do  

Labor  (tractor  and  machinery)  Hours  

Labor  (irrigation)  do  

Other  labor  _  do  

Interest  on  operating  capital  Dollars  


Subtotal,  preharvest. 


Harvest  costs: 

Custom  drying  Hundredweight. 

Machinery  Acres  

Tractors   do  

Labor  (tractors  and  machinery)  Hours  


21. 25 

1. 39 

29.  54 

9. 10 

1.90 

17. 29 

11.25 

1.25 

14. 06 

14. 50 

0. 95 

13. 77 

.35 

4. 50 

L  57 

.32 

6.80 

2. 18 

1.85 

1.39 

2.  57 

1.75 

3. 15 

5.  51 

2.50 

.95 

2. 37 

1.  55 

.15 

.23 

1.55 

.40 

.62 

7.18 

1.00 

7. 18 

3.16 

1.00 

3. 16 

29.  53 

1.00 

29.  53 

2.34 

4. 91 

11.50 

2.34 

3. 18 

7.44 

2. 34 

1.58 

3. 70 

.09 

44. 74 

4. 03 

156.  26 

.62 

39.  50 

24. 49 

7.65 

1.00 

7. 65 

1.80 

1.00 

1.80 

2.34 

3. 25 

7.61 

Subtotal,  harvest   41-55 

Total  variable  costs   197. 81 

FIXED  COSTS 

Machinery  Acres                        24.52        1.00  24.52 

Tractors  do                        2.70        1.00  2.70 
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Item 

FIXED  COSTS— Continued 

Irrigation  machinery  

Land  (net  rent)  

Total  fixed  costs  

Total  costs  

Gross  receipts  from  production  rice  

Net  returns  


Cost  per 

Unit  unit    Quantity  Value 


do   24.25         1.00  24.35 

do   66.64         1.00  66.64 


118.21 


  316.02 

Hundredweight   9.32       35.75  333.19 


17.1 


Note:  Materials  and  custom  air  applications  for  Propanil,  Ordram,  and  Furadan  are  based  on  95,  15,  and  40  percen  - 
coverages,  respectively.  Land  rent  is  based  on  20  percent  of  gross  receipts,  October  1975. 

Source:  Rice  survey  conducted  by  Or.  Willard  Woolf,  Department  of  Agricultural  Economics  and  Agribusiness  for  bas 
information.  Prices  from  agricultural  prices  and  Weekly  Rice  Market  News.  Budget  developed  by  Dr.  Willard  Woolf,  Depart: 
ment  of  Agriculture  Economics,  and  Mr.  Lloyd  Carville,  Mr.  Lewis  Hill,  and  Dr.  Ken  Wegenhoft,  LSU  Cooperative  Extensi 
Service. 

Mr.  Breatjx.  Gentlemen,  the  figures  that  you  have  in  your  report 
are  not  the  latest  figures  available.  The  latest  figures  available  came 
out  October  2  and  were  done  for  USD  A.  They  were  compiled  in  the 
book.  1  should  have  had  it  here  this  morning.  Those  are  the  latest 
figures  which  were  received  after  the  report  of  the  subcommittee.  The 
report  figures  which  you  have  are  from  USDA  and  are  probably  a 
study  done  in  1972. 

There  is  a  1975  study  just  out  on  the  cost  of  production  on  every 
area  of  the  United  States. 

These  Farm  Bureau  figures  I  cited  to  Mr.  Moore  are  for  southwest 
Louisiana  only  for  1975. 

Mr.  Richmond.  I  have  a  report  this  morning  from  the  USDA  which 
indicates  the  average  national  price  of  rice  is  about  $7  per  hundred- 
weight if  you  take  all  the  States  and  average  it  out. 

Mr.  Moore.  In  Louisiana  it  runs  between  $8.05  and  $8.80. 

Mr.  Richmond.  They  say  $7.56. 

Mr.  Moore.  I  am  sorry,  I  disagree  with  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture but  we  have  the  figures  from  the  State  university  which  I 
think  are  more  accurate.  From  what  I  have  heard  said  about  the 
USDA  I  think  you  would  agree  with  that,  Mr.  Richmond. 

The  Chairman.  The  time  of  the  gentleman  has  expired.  The  Chair 
has  always  followed  a  policy  of  allowing  all  members  to  critically 
discuss  and  examine  legislation  before  reporting  it.  Until  such  time 
as  those  members  wishing  to  offer  amendments  have  been  recognized, 
the  bill  will  not  be  reported. 

Mr.  Peyser.  I  agree  with  the  Chairman  on  that,  but  my  purpose 
was  to  find  out  

The  Chairman.  The  Chair  anticipates  that  there  will  be  a  motion 
or  motions  to  either  send  the  bill  back  to  the  subcommittee  for  further 
hearings  or  to  lay  it  over  without  prejudice.  In  addition,  there  will 
probably  be  an  amendment  with  regard  to  the  research  section  and 
be  another  to  change  the  language.  It  is  also  possible  that  there  will 
be  others  still  of  which  the  Chair  is  not  aware. 

I  hope  the  gentleman  does  not  suppose  that  the  Chair  would  deny 
members  an  opportunity  to  offer  amendments  to  the  bill  since  that 
would  be  a  denial  of  the  process. 

The  committee  will  report  or  not  report. 
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Mr.  Jones  of  Tennessee.  According  to  what  I  understood  you  to 
sa}T,  that  would  preclude  the  possibility  of  bringing  up  a  bill  which 
my  committee  has  reported  out  ? 

The  Chairman.  That  is  correct  unless  the  gentleman  offers  a  motion 
to  take  the  bill  up  out  of  order  and  the  committee  votes  to  do  so. 

Although  I  do  not  plan  to  schedule  any  intervening  matters,  if  any 
member  of  the  committee  wishes  to  exercise  his  right  to  move  that  we 
proceed  to  another  matter  temporarily,  we  can  set  this  bill  aside. 

As  of  the  moment,  however,  the  Rice  bill  is  scheduled  for  further 
consideration  tomorrow ;  and  although  it  is  not  the  bill  listed  by  the 
committee,  it  is  the  continuing  and  pending  business. 

Mr.  Jones  of  Tennessee.  I  do  not  have  a  desire  to  do  that.  I  just  want 
to  get  a  bill  out  to  the  Full  Committee  and  have  it  for  consideration. 

The  Chairman.  I  cannot  personally  assure  the  gentleman  of  that 
because  of  the  November  4  cutoff  date  for  consideration  by  the  Rules 
Committee.  This  can  only  be  determined  by  the  committee's  vote  if  the 
gentleman  chooses  to  offer  a  motion  in  order  to  insure  that  his  sub- 
committee is  heard. 

Mr.  Bergland.  Mr.  Chairman,  do  I  understand  the  Rules  Committee 
will  not  consider  any  proposition  not  presented  by  the  4th  of 
November  ? 

The  Chairman.  Correct. 

Mr.  Bergland.  Then  

The  Chairman.  That  is  what  the  Rules  Committee  is  presently 
advising  the  House. 

Mr.  Bergland.  You  have  so  been  informed  by  the  chairman  ? 

The  Chairman.  I  have  not  been  specifically  told  it  by  the  chairman, 
but  I  have  taken  notice  of  the  public  statement. 

Mr.  Bergland.  I  have  some  strong  feelings  about  the  need  to  act 
expeditiously  on  the  grain  inspection  program  that  is  pending  before 
the  committee.  This  is  a  very  important  matter  and  I  think  it  would 
be  a  tragedy  if  it  were  put  off  until  next  year.  This  would  mean  that 
we  would  have  to  wind  up  or  else  suspend  action,  or  take  the  Grain 
Standards  Act  by  a  majority  vote  of  the  committee.  Is  that  correct? 

The  Chairman.  Yes ;  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  Mathis.  It  would  seem  to  me  if  we  are  going  to  come  back  at 
10  o'clock  tomorrow  morning  and  proceed  for  consideration  of  this 
bill,  then  a  2-hour  period  tomorrow  will  offer  an  opportunity  for  all 
the  members  to  be  heard  on  those  amendments.  I  do  not  see  why  we 
could  not  have  a  vote  at  the  conclusion  of  the  meeting  tomorrow.  I 
wonder  if  we  could  reach  some  kind  of  position  tomorrow. 

The  Chairman.  The  Chair  will  not  make  any  recommendations  to 
that  effect  if  it  is  not  the  committee's  will. 

I  will  not  personally  recognize  anyone  offering  an  amendment  to 
report  the  bill  when  I  am  advised  that  other  members  have  amend- 
ments to  offer  unless  this  is  clearly  the  will  of  the  committee  and  the 
previous  question  is  moved. 

Tomorrow  we  will  come  in  at  10  o'clock  to  continue  the  markup 
on  this  bill. 

Any  member  who  wants  to  propose  to  limit  debate  and  proceed  to 
vote,  may  offer  a  parliamentary  motion,  but  that  requires  the  support 
of  a  majority  of  the  committee. 
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Mr.  Mathis.  I  will  not  make  that  motion  at  this  time,  but  I  would 
like  to  say  that  I  will  at  some  point  tomorrow  try  to  get  us  to  move 
expeditiously. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Baldus,  do  you  have  a  question  ? 

Mr.  Baldus.  You  have  convinced  me  that  I  had  better  use  the  same 
amount  of  time  that  I  used  yesterday,  which  is  none. 

The  Chairman.  If  the  gentleman  has  a  question,  go  right  ahead. 

Mr.  Baldus.  I  think  my  question,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  useful.  It  has 
to  do  with  the  present  circumstances  in  the  law,  if  we  do  not  pass  the 
bill  and  if  we  do. 

As  I  understand  it,  because  rice  production  was  down,  there  were 
no  controls,  although  the  allocation  and  the  support  was  there.  So  rice 
producers  have  come  in,  and  they  have  produced  rather  heavily. 

I  understand  further  that  because  of  a  mechanism  in  the  law  that 
triggers  the  opposite,  that  if  no  bill  is  passed,  we  would  revert  to 
allocation  only  and  with  support. 

So,  some  of  the  people  who  have  been  producing  rice  will  not  be 
able  to  produce  rice ;  is  that  correct  ? 

Mr.  Breatjx.  The  present  law  says  that  they  figure  by  December 
31  this  year  how  much  rice  should  be  produced  next  year  in  order  to 
meet  the  demand.  Right  now  we  have  so  much  rice  that  by  December 
31,  I  think  everybody  agrees  at  this  point  in  time,  that  if  nothing 
happens  we  would  probably  go  back  to  marketing  quotas  so  that  we 
would  not  overproduce. 

Mr.  Baldus.  Would  that  go  back  to  the  old  allocation  level  which 
was  the  historical  level,  back  at  what  time  ? 

Mr.  Breaux.  That  would  go  back  to  last  year. 

Mr.  Baldus.  Back  to  last  year  ? 

Mr.  Burlison.  1973. 

Mr.  Baldus.  That  would  be  the  acreage  that  the  allocation  holders 
would  be  able  to  plant,  but  those  without  allocations  would  not  be 
able  to  plant  at  all ;  is  that  correct  ? 

Mr.  Breaux.  Those  without  allotments  would  not  be  able  to  plant 
unless  they  were  removed. 

Mr.  Baldus.  What  proportion  of  this  year's  total  crop  would  that 
amount  to  ? 

Mr.  Breaux.  Probably  700,000  acres. 

Mr.  Baldus.  Percentage  figures  would  be  better. 

Mr.  Breaux.  You  have  allotments  of  1.8  million  acres  and  you 
probably  planted  about  2.7  million  acres. 

Mr.  Bowen.  If  the  gentleman  would  yield  I  would  be  able  to  answer 
that;  1.65  and  the  likelihood  would  be  to  cut  back  2.8  million  acres  to 
1,650,000  acres  which  is  about  a  41-percent  cutback. 

Mr.  Baldus.  All  of  you  agree  on  that  ?  _ 

Mr.  Breaux.  If  it  goes  back  to  the  minimum. 

Mr.  Baldus.  That' would  be  the  situation  if  no  bill  was  passed. 

Air.  Breaux.  That  could  be  the  situation.  But  we  really  will  not 
know  until  we  find  out  how  much  we  sell.  If  they  sell  more  than  they 
expect,  then  you  would  not  go  back  to  the  old  legislation ;  but  if  you 
expect  to  sell  what  they  project  right  now,  that  is  what  would  happen. 

Mr.  Baldus.  The  present  law  does  not  expire  
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Mr.  Bowen.  The  problem  lies  not  so  much  in  what  the  actual  condi- 
tion is  but  what  the  Department  of  Agriculture  thinks  the  condition 
will  be  in  December  of  this  year.  That  is  the  problem.  They  have 
always  overestimated  the  carryover  and  overestimated  a  surplus. 
Even  though  we  might  turn  out  to  have  an  absolutely  dandy  market- 
ing year,  the  point  is  that  in  December  of  this  year  they  have  to  decide 
to  reimpose  market  quotas  and  every  indication  is  that  they  will  do 
that  to  bring  about  that  drastic  cutback  in  production  which  would 
have  a  devastating  effect  on  the  consumers  and  on  the  export  sales. 

Mr.  Leggett.  Last  year  they  said  the  same  thing.  They  said  at  this 
time  last  year  they  were  going  to  put  on  the  quota  allotments 
and  they  made  that  straight  out  statement  in  an  effort  to  pass  this 
legislation. 

Of  course,  it  came  around  the  first  of  the  year  and  they  reneged  on 
their  promise  very  realistically. 

I  think  that  if  they  take  a  broader  interpretation  of  the  law,  which 
I  would  encourage  them  to  do,  as  to  what  is  and  what  is  not  normal 
supply  and  what  would  disappear,  then  they  can  within  their  discre- 
tion with  the  urging  of  this  committee  interpret  the  law  to  allow  the 
existing  situation  to  go  on  for  another  year  to  see  where  they  are 
going. 

Mr.  Baldus.  Then  we  would  have  people  producing  without  alloca- 
tion and  without  control ;  is  that  correct  ? 
Mr.  Leggett.  Yes. 

Mr.  Baldus.  I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time,  Mr.  Chairman, 
thank  you. 

The  "Chairman.  Are  there  any  other  questions  ? 
If  not,  again  we  appreciate  the  presence  of  all  of  our  colleagues. 
The  committee  will  stand  adjourned  until  10  o'clock  tomorrow 
morning. 

[Whereupon  at  11 :55  a.m.,  the  committee  adjourned  to  reconvene 
Thursday,  October  23, 1975.] 
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THUBSDAY,  OCTOBER  23,  1975 

House  of  Representatives, 
Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.C. 
The  committee  met  at  10 :35  a.m.,  pursuant  to  notice,  in  room  1301, 
Longworth  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  Thomas  S.  Foley  (chair- 
man) presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  Poage,  de  la  Garza.  Jones  of  North 
Carolina,  Jones  of  Tennesseee,  Mathis,  Bergland,  Bowen,  Litton, 
Breckinridge,  Richmond,  Nolan,  Weaver,  Baldus,  Krebs,  Harkin, 
Hightower,  Bedell,  McHugh,  Fithian,  Jenrette,  D'Amours,  Wampler, 
Sebelius,  Findley,  Thone,  Symms,  Madigan,  Peyser,  and  Moore. 

Also  present :  Robert  M.  Bor,  counsel ;  Hyde  H.  Murray,  counsel ;, 
John  E.  Hogan,  associate  counsel;  Fowler  C.  West,  staff  director; 
Steve  Allan,  staff  assistant;  L.  T.  Easley,  press  assistant;  Norman 
Gay  and  Roxie  Burris,  staff  consultants,  Subcommittee  on  Oilseeds 
and  Rice;  Glenda  Temple  and  Mary  Jarratt,  staff  assistants. 

The  Chairman.  The  Committee  on  Agriculture  will  come  to  order. 
There  is  another  quorum  call  on  the  floor.  I  am  sorry  for  these  inter- 
ruptions. Since  we  will  not  be  subject  to  the  5-minute  rule  until  this 
afternoon,  however,  I  would  appreciate  it  if  members  would  return 
after  responding  to  this  quorum  call. 

We  have  only  a  limited  number  of  days  until  the  Rules  Committee's 
cutoff  date  on  committee  action  takes  place,  and  we  all  are  anxious 
to  set  as  much  accomplished  as  possible. 

The  committee  will  stand  in  recess  for  the  moment  while  we  meet  a 
quorum  call  on  the  floor  of  the  House. 

[Recess  taken.] 

The  Chairman.  The  Committee  on  Agriculture  will  come  to  order. 

The  committee  meets  for  consideration  of  the  bill  H.R.  8529,  by 
Mr.  Mathis  and  others,  to  establish  improved  programs  for  the  benefit 
of  both  producers  and  consumers  of  rice. 

Without  objection,  the  bill  H.R.  8529  will  be  considered  as  read 
and  open  to  amendment  at  any  point.  The  gentleman  from  New  York, 
Mr.  Richmond. 

Mr.  Richmond.  I  have  an  amendment  which  I  would  like  to  offer. 
The  Chairman.  The  gentleman  is  recognized. 

Mr.  Richmond.  Thank  vou,  Mr.  Chairman.  The  amendment  occurs 
on  page  14,  line  25 :  strike  out  the  figure  "$55,000"  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  the  figure  "$20,000". 

The  Chairman.  The  gentleman  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  Richmond.  This  amendment  simply  lowers  the  payment  limita- 
tion of  $55,000  to  $20,000  for  each  farmer. 

(125) 


126 


As  you  know,  the  payment  limitation  on  wheat,  corn,  and  other 
feed  grains  is  $20,000.  Why  isn't  it  the  same  for  rice  ? 

I  believe  $20,000  is  a  fair  amount  of  money  for  rice  producers  to 
receive.  In  addition  it  is  an  amount  that  can  be  sold  more  easily  on 
the  floor  of  the  House. 

I  urge  you  to  help  me  help  you  get  the  rice  bill  passed  on  the  floor. 
I  think  this  is  a  good  bill.  But  I  believe  the  urban  members  will  have 
a  great  deal  of  trouble  with  the  $55,000  limit  if  it  is  left  in. 

We  have  heard  testimony  from  everybody  that  the  average  rice 
farm  is  600  acres.  We  have  also  heard  testimony  that  it  costs  roughly 
$300  per  acre  to  raise  rice.  That  is  the  total  cost  of  $18,000.  I  believe 
the  $20,000  limitation  is  reasonable  and  fair  and  equal  to  all  other 
price  limitations  on  other  crops. 

I  urge  you  to  support  this  amendment.  For  once,  if  you  could  vote 
favorably  in  committee,  I  will  not  be  forced  to  take  amendments  to 
the  floor  and  withhold  my  full  support  for  the  bill.  This  is  a  matter 
that  should  be  dealt  with  in  committee. 

If  once  and  for  all  we  can  come  up  with  a  committee  bill  that  many 
of  us  can  sponsor,  it  will  help  get  the  bill  through  the  floor  much 
more  quickly. 

Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Bowen. 

Mr.  Bowen.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  respect  Mr.  Richmond's 
sincerity  in  offering  the  amendment.  I  would  simply  like  to  point 
out  a  few  things  that  have  been  mentioned  before  and  some  other  facts 
about  the  rice  situation. 

I  have  some  figures  from  Doane's  agriculture  report  giving  the 
production  which  I  think  makes  a  significant  difference  between  rice 
and  other  food  crops. 

According  to  those  figures  the  average  cost  nationwide  for  corn 
is  $183  and  the  cost  for  soybeans  is  $142,  and  the  cost  for  wheat  is 
$127  an  acre,  and  the  cost  for  rice  averages  across  the  country  $331. 
In  California  it  is  $336  per  acre. 

There  is  a  substantially  larger  investment  that  has  to  be  made  in 
rice  production  than  other  food  crops.  This  fact  has  been  recognized 
by  the  traditional  leaders  in  the  Congress  in  the  fight  against  high 
payments. 

You  have  already  heard  Mr.  Findley  make  this  point.  I  think  most 
of  you  know  that  over  the  years  he  has  perhaps  been  more  responsible 
than  anyone  for  lowering  the  payment  limitation  figures. 

As  he  pointed  out  to  this  committee,  every  one  of  these  commodities 
first  started  out  at  the  $55,000  limit  level,  and  then,  ultimately  worked 
its  way  down  to  the  lower  figures. 

We  have  a  temporary  bill  here.  It  is  a  2-year  bill.  We  will  have  an 
opportunity  to  review  this  legislation  in  2  years.  It  will  expire  at  the 
same  time  as  the  expiration  of  the  Agriculture  Act  of  1973. 

So,  I  would  urge  the  committee  to  maintain  the  integrity  of  this 
bill  by  holding  the  figure  that  was  put  in  here  which  would  apply 
to  other  commodities  initially,  and  to  recognize  the  fact  that  rice 
growing  is  an  extraordinarily  expensive  proposition. 

I  make  this  point,  not  on  behalf  of  the  rice  growers  in  my  part  of 
the  country.  I  make  it,  as  all  of  you  know,  on  behalf  of  the  rice  grow- 
ers of  Texas,  California,  and  Louisiana — and  the  people,  quite 
frankly,  who  are  fighting  this  bill,  I  am  arguing  that  on  their  behalf. 
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Wliyl  Because  only  the  allotment  holders  will  benefit.  Only  they 
are  eligible  to  receive  target  price  payments.  The  vast  number  of  new 
growers  in  the  Mississippi  Valley,  and  the  lower  midwest  area :  most 
of  those  people  are  not  allotment  holders  so  they  are  not  eligible. 

I  am  arguing  this,  frankly,  on  behalf  of  those  who  are  fighting  the 
bill.  I  believe  it  is  just  and  fair  and  that  is  why  I  am  arguing  that  we 
retain  the  $55,000  limitation.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Richmond.  First  of  all,  I  think  for  some  of  our  Republican 
Members  who  are  fiscally  very  conservative,  if  we  reduce  this  to 
$20,000  the  USDA  will  save  $27  million  in  the  event  that  the  price 
limitations  have  to  be  used. 

Now,  we  know  this  and  people  say  that  it  will  not  have  to  be  used, 
but  if  it  has  to  be  used  it  will  save  $27  million  with  the  $20,000 
limitation. 

Second,  I  repeat  that  everyone  says  that  we  want  to  help  the 
small  farmer.  We  know  that  the  small  farmer  does  not  plant  more 
than  600  acres  of  rice.  We  know  it  costs  $300  to  plant.  If  you  multiply 
that  out  you  cannot  get  any  more  than  $20,000. 

By  putting  in  a  $55,000  limit  all  we  are  doing  is  helping  a  very  few 
scattered  large  farmers. 

I  do  not  believe  we  here  are  in  business  to  help  the  great  big  cor- 
porate farmer.  He  seems  to  be  able  to  take  care  of  himself. 

I  urge  you  again  to  bring  this  rice  bill  into  parity  with  cotton,  and 
every  other  grain,  at  the  $20,000  level. 

The  Chairman.  Is  there  further  discussion?  Mr.  Bedell. 

Mr.  Bedell.  Mr.  Bowen,  can  you  tell  me  the  average  yield  per  acre 
for  rice  ?  That  is  in  hundredweight. 

Mr.  Bowen.  A  nationwide  average  ? 

Mr.  Bedell.  Any  real  information  in  that  regard,  please.  It  would 
not  have  to  be  exact.  Corn  would  be  somewhere  around  100  bushels 
an  acre. 

Mr.  Bowen.  Does  anyone  here  have  a  good  figure  ? 

Mr.  Bedell.  I  yield  my  time  while  they  are  searching  for  it. 

The  Chairman.  I  recognize  Mr.  Weaver. 

Mr.  Weaver.  I  am  going  to  support  this  amendment  to  be  consistent 
with  other  commodities,  but  I  would  like  to  say  for  the  record  that 
while  I  oppose  payments  not  to  grow  crops,  I  do  feel  that  payments 
as  incentives  to  grow  crops  should  not  necessarily  be  limited.  They  are 
helpful  in  building  reserves. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Krebs. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  my  remarks  are  not  going  to  be 
taken  as  too  critical.  However,  this  amendment  has  a  rather  simplistic 
tone  and  appeal  in  it.  That  bothers  me. 

I  think  the  testimony  has  been  unrefuted  that  the  cost  of  producing 
rice  is  substantially  higher  than  that  of  other  commodities  which  have 
been  mentioned  here,  as  Mr.  Bowens  so  correctly  pointed  out. 

I  frankly  do  not  know  whether  the  limit  should  be  $20,000,  $30,000, 
$35,000  or  what.  I  do  not  think  most  members  of  the  committee,  other 
than  those  who  served  on  the  particular  subcommittee  that  handled 
this  legislation,  really  know  the  answer  as  to  the  limit.  I  suspect  that 
they  do  not. 

But  it  seems  to  me  that,  for  this  committee  to  tie  itself  at  this  early 
stage  to  a  figure  of  $20,000  will  make  the  committee  appear  less  than 
respectable  in  trying  to  push  the  legislation  later. 
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I  want  to  make  it  very  clear  that  I  am  not  representing  the  large 
corporate  farmers.  I  hope  that  my  silence  will  not  have  labeled  me 
either  as  a  fiscal  conservative  or  as  a  wild  liberal  spender. 

I  would  hope  that  this  committee  is  not  going  to  be  divided  into  fiscal 
conservatives  and  fiscal  nonconservatives  in  the  future. 

I  would  urge  this  committee  to  postpone  any  action  on  the  limitation 
until  this  legislation  reaches  the  floor — if  indeed  it  does  reach  the  floor. 

Mr.  Bowen.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  an  answer  to  that  earlier  question. 

The  Chairman.  The  gentleman  is  recognized. 

Mr.  Bowen.  The  question  that  Mr.  Bedell  asked  me,  I  find  that  the 
nationwide  average  is  about  45  hundredweight  per  acre. 

I  did  detect  a  small  error  in  Mr.  Richmond's  mathematics  I  think  if 
you  multiply  600  acres  times  $300  you  get  $180,000  instead  of  $18,000 
so  that  is  substantially  larger  than  the  $20,000  limitation.  You  would 
be  cutting  off  a  great  many  people  with  $55,000.  A  lot  of  folks  would 
gjO  there.  But  it  would  be  substantially  fairer  to  the  ricegrower  than 
the  $20,000  figure. 

Mr.  Weaver.  Would  the  gentleman  yield  ? 

Air.  Bowen.  Yes. 

Mr.  Weaver.  That  would  be  45  hundredweight  at  $6  would  produce 
s^TO? 

Air.  Bowen.  Yes,  if  that  is  the  arithmetic. 
Mr.  Weaver.  Yes  j  that  is  what  I  get. 
The  Chairman.  Mr.  Fithian  is  recognized. 
Mr.  Fithian.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

For  information  I  would  like  to  ask  Congressman  Bowen  this.  When 
we  compute  the  cost  of  production  on  a  600-acre  rice  farm,  did  I  not 
hear  you  say  that  of  the  600  acres  about  200  acres  had  been  planted  at 
one  time,  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Bowen.  The  average  across  the  country,  only  about  one  third 
would  be  planted  in  rice  at  one  time. 

Mr.  Fithian.  What  do  we  multiply  by  then,  on  a  per  acre  basis  to 
get  the  actual  cost  of  production  ? 

Mr.  Bowen.  We  would  have  to  multiply  the  rice  acreage,  or  if  you 
are  interested  in  the  profit  picture  of  the  farmer,  you  have  to  look  at 
the  other  crops  too.  His  bigger  profit  crop  is  certainly  going  to  be  rice, 
but  since  he  can  plant  a  third  or  half  of  it  you  would  really  be  calculat- 
ing on  that  basis. 

Mr.  Fithian.  So  the  per  acre  cost  of  production  was  $331  I  believe. 
All  I  want  to  know  is  whether  the  $331  per  acre  in  cost  of  production 
is  to  be  applied  to  the  entire  600  acres  or  just  to  the  200  or  300  that  is 
under  cultivation. 

Air.  Bowen.  It  would  be  applied  to  the  rice  acreage  planted. 

Mr.  Fithian.  Then  we  would  have  to  use  the  different  figure.  That 
would  be  $331  multiplied  by  200  acres,  instead  of  600  acres  to  get  the 
cost  of  production. 

Mr.  Bowen.  If  you  are  trying  to  get  the  cost  of  the  small  farms,  yes. 

Mr.  Fithian.  Thank  you. 

I  am  trying  to  get  at  this,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  try  to  get  a  handle  on 
something  that  has  been  very  elusive  to  us.  It  was  in  the  subcommittee. 
It  seems  to  be  now. 

I  am  talking  about  the  level  of  need  that  is  evidenced  by  a  rice 
farmer. 
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I  do  not  want  to  do  anything  in  this  committee  that  will  cause  dis- 
comfort or  to  destroy  rice  production  in  this  country,  but  I  am  having 
great  difficulties,  as  1  pointed  out  yesterday,  in  supporting  the  proposi- 
tion whereby,  if  the  figures  which  we  had  are  correct,  we  are  trying 
to  support  by  the  continuation  of  the  very  limitation  which  we  are 
talking  about  here,  farmers  in  California  who  net  something  in  the 
vicinity  of  $50,000  a  year. 

That  is  the  figure  we  came  up  with  yesterday.  I  found  no  refutation 
of  this. 

If  you  now  take  $331  and  multiply  it  by  200  acres,  or  even  300 
acres,  then  you  get  a  fix  or  an  estimate  on  the  cost  of  production  and  it 
is  questionable  whether  or  not  we  can  proceed  to  compare  the  limita- 
tions on  corn,  let  us  say,  versus  rice  on  an  acre-by-acre  basis.  As  I  recall, 
we  failed  in  this  committee  to  get  a  bill  through  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives which  would  bring  the  support  level  in  loan  rates  up  to  a 
fraction  of  the  cost  of  production. 

So,  right  now  we  are  on  a  program  where  corn  is  supported  at  $1.10 
a  bushel.  Wheat  is  supported  at  $1.37.  We  figure  this  out  and  it  falls 
very  far  short  of  the  cost  of  production. 

If  my  figures  are  correct,  we  are  now  proceeding,  if  we  defeat  the 
Richmond  amendment,  on  a  rice  bill  which  would  guarantee  more 
than  the  cost  of  production. 

I  am  wondering  about  the  equity  of  doing  that.  I  find  nothing  par- 
ticularly wrong.  I  am  open  to  education  on  this  matter,  but  I  find 
nothing  particularly  wrong  with  supporting  a  unification  of  the  sup- 
port level  of  $20,000. 

Therefore,  I  can  be  convinced  otherwise,  but  I  intend  to  support  the 
Richmond  amendment  on  the  basis  of  the  portion  of  the  cost  of  pro- 
duction which  will  be  returned. 

Compare  it  to  the  other  crops,  and  that  is  where  I  come  down  on 
this  thing. 

I  am  open  to  persuasion  on  this.  I  wonder  what  the  political  tactics 
would  be  about  doing  this  in  the  committee  or  on  the  floor. 

I  had  intended,  in  the  absence  of  information  to  the  contrary,  to 
offer  this  amendment  on  the  floor  because  I  had  been  advised  that  it 
would  cause  too  much  difficulty  in  the  committee. 

I  stand  ready  to  support  the  Richmond  amendment,  but  I  could  be 
persuaded  otherwise  if  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  subcommit- 
tee could  do  that. 

The  Chairman.  For  the  purpose  of  clarification  is  the  gentleman 
citing  loan  rates  or  support  prices  ?  The  limitation  covers  target  price 
payments  only. 

Mr.  Fithian.  That  is  correct.  I  should  not  have  spoken  of  the  loan 
rate.  You  just  move  it  to  the  target  price  and  we  are  still  far  far  short 
of  the  cost  of  production  with  any  of  the  other  crops. 

The  Chairman.  My  own  judgment  is  that  when  the  act  imposed 
a  $20,000  payment  or  whatever,  these  figures  were  not  heavily 
rationalized. 

There  were  those  who  cited  figures  as  to  how  much  payments  would 
save  the  Government  at  certain  levels.  The  committee  at  previous  times 
voted  for  $55,000.  I  would  think  that  would  serve  as  a  rough  estimate 
as  to  what  might  survive  on  the  floor,  while  approximately  covering 
the  need. 
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This  issue  has  never  been  resolved  by  those  on  the  committee  who 
favor  some  payment,  those  who  favored  payment  limitations  in  order 
to  avoid  more  stringent  limitations,  and  those  who  philosophically 
opposed  all  payments. 

For  myself,  I  do  not  know  if  there  is  a  formula  that  would  closely 
rationalize  the  payment  limitations  by  production  costs. 

I  do  hope,  however,  that  we  can  dispose  of  this  amendment  before 
we  have  to  respond  to  this  additional  call  on  the  floor. 

Is  there  further  discussion?  If  not,  without  objection  the  previous 
question  is  ordered. 

All  those  in  favor  of  the  Richmond  amendment  will  indicate  by 
raising  the  right  hand. 

The  Clerk.  Nine. 

The  Chairman.  Opposed,  the  same  sign. 
The  Clerk.  Fourteen. 

The  Chairman.  There  being  9  ayes  and  14  nays,  the  amendment  is 
not  agreed  to. 

We  have  another  call  to  the  floor.  This  is  a  vote  on  the  adoption  of 
the  rule  in  the  Emergency  Rail  Transportation  Act.  I  do  not  know  if 
it  would  prove  useful  to  return  again  after  this  vote. 

Mr.  Richmond.  Can  we  have  a  record  vote  right  now  ? 

The  Chairman.  The  Clerk  will  call  the  roll.  Those  members  who 
seek  to  support  the  amendment  will  vote  aye,  and  those  opposed  vote 
no. 

( The  rollcall  follows  : ) 

Ayes :  Representatives  Bergland,  Richmond,  Nolan,  Weaver,  Bedell,  English 
(by  proxy) ,  Fithian,  D' Amours,  Sebelius,  Thone. 

Nays :  Representatives  Poage,  Jones  of  North  Carolina,  Jones  of  Tennessee, 
Mathis,  Bowen,  Litton,  Breckinridge,  Baldus,  Krebs,  Hightower,  Jenrette,  Wamp- 
ler,  Findley,  Moore,  Foley. 

Present:  Representatives  Vigorito,  Melcher,  Brown,  McHugh. 

The  Clerk.  Ten  ayes,  fifteen  nays. 

The  Chairman.  The  vote  is  10  ayes,  15  na3~s.  The  amendment  is  not 
agreed  to. 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  members  if  they  could  return  so  that  we 
might  dispose  of  one  or  two  other  amendments. 

To  my  knowledge  there  will  be  no  further  business  after  that. 
[Recess  taken.] 

^  The  Chairman.  The  Committee  on  Agriculture  will  resume  its 
sitting. 

The  Chair  is  aware  of  several  amendments  which  are  pending.  Some 
of  these  have  been  prepared  by  the  staff  as  purely  technical  amend- 
ments to  correct  language  in  the  bill.  I  will  recognize  without  objec- 
tion Mr.  Bor,  counsel  for  the  committee,  for  the  purpose  of  discussing 
these  technical  amendments. 

Mr.  Bor.  There  is  a  sheet  of  paper  which  is  being  passed  around 
which  contains  a  few  technical  amendments  to  the  bill.  They  are 
designed  for  two  purposes :  One  is  to  change  or  correct  certain  cleri- 
cal errors  which  were  made  in  the  typing  of  the  bill  and  second,  to 
clarify  a  matter  as  to  the  persons  who  are  eligible  for  loans  and  pay- 
ments under  the  bill. 

As  far  as  the  clerical  errors  are  concerned,  the  first  item  is  page  6, 
line  22  where  the  year  "1975"  should  read  "1976". 

Of  course  the  bill  is  a  2-year  bill  and  it  applies  to  1976  and  1977. 
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The  fourth  item  is  also  a  clerical  error  which  appeared  in  the  typing 
of  the  bill. 

The  balance  of  the  items  result  from  a  peculiar  situation  that  applies 
to  rice. 

On  other  crops,  where  allotments  are  established,  the  allotments  are 
allocated  to  farms  and  not  to  individual  producers. 

In  the  case  of  rice  you  have  a  situaton  where  some  of  the  allotments 
are  allocated  to  farms.  In  certain  areas  that  is  the  basis  on  which  the 
allotments  are  established. 

In  other  areas  the  allotments  are  allocated  to  individual  producers, 
and  the  producers  retain  those  allotments  from  year  to  year.  Then  the 
producer,  during  the  year  in  which  the  crop  is  produced,  decides  to 
which  farm  he  wishes  to  have  his  allotment  allocated.  But  the  allot- 
ment is  a  personal  allotment  in  those  particular  areas. 

The  provisions  of  these  technical  amendments  are  designed  to  clarify 
the  bill  to  assure  that  a  cooperator  would  be  considered  to  be  a  pro- 
ducer who  has  received  an  allotment,  as  well  as  a  producer  who  is  on 
a  farm  which  has  an  allotment. 

So,  persons  in  all  areas  of  the  country  in  which  allotments  are  allo- 
cated would  be  eligible  for  the  benefits  of  the  program. 

The  Chairman.  Are  there  any  questions? 

Is  there  any  objection  to  considering  the  amendments  en  bloc  ? 

If  not,  this  is  how  we  shall  proceed. 

All  in  favor  of  the  technical  amendments  presented  by  the  commit- 
tee counsel  signify  by  saying  "aye,"  those  opposed  "no." 
The  ayes  have  it,  and  the  amendments  are  adopted. 

Technical  Amendments  to  H.R.  8529 

Page  6,  line  22,  strike  "1975"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "1976". 

Page  8,  lines  19  through  21,  strike  "each  cooperator  with  respect  to  a  quantity 
of  rice  determined  by  multiplying  the  allotment  of  the  cooperator  for  the  crop" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "cooperators  on  a  farm  with  respect  to  a  quantity  of 
rice  determined  by  multiplying  the  allotment". 

Page  9,  lines  10  through  12,  strike  "each  cooperator  with  respect  to  a  quantity 
of  rice  determined  by  multiplying  the  allotment  of  the  cooperator  for  the  crop" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "cooperators  on  a  farm  with  respect  to  a  quantity  of 
rice  determined  by  multiplying  the  allotment". 

Page  9,  line  21,  strike  "acres  of  the  producer"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "acre- 
age allotments  of  producers  on  the  farm". 

Page  10,  line  9  insert  immediately  before  "farm  acreage  allotment"  the  words 
"acreage  allotments  of  producers  on  the  farm  or  of  the". 

Page  17,  line  25,  and  page  18,  line  1,  strike  the  words  "a  cooperator  shall  be  a 
person  who  has  a  rice  acreage  allotment"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "a  cooperator 
shall  be  a  person  who  produces  rice  on  a  farm  for  which  a  farm  acreage  allot- 
ment has  been  established  or  to  which  a  producer  acreage  allotment  has  been 
allocated". 

Explanation :  These  are  technical  amendments  to  correct  clerical  errors  in  the 
bill  and  also  to  clarify  that  the  payment  and  loan  provisions  apply  to  areas  where 
allotments  are  allocated  on  a  farm  basis  as  well  as  to  areas  where  allotments  are 
allocated  on  a  producer  basis. 

The  Chairman.  The  gentleman  from  California  is  recognized. 
Mr.  Krebs.  Mr.  Chairman,  at  this  time,  if  it  is  appropriate,  I  would 
like  to  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Chairman.  The  gentleman  will  state  it. 

Mr.  Krebs.  My  motion  will  be  a  motion  to  pass  over  the  bill  with- 
out prejudice.  If  I  may  be  recognized,  I  would  like  to  make  some 
comments  in  support  of  that  motion. 
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Mr.  Moore.  I  would  like  to  make  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 
The  Chairman.  The  gentleman  is  recognized. 

Mr.  Moore.  Would  the  motion  being  made  by  the  gentleman  from 
California  preclude  further  amendments  or  not  ? 

The  Chairman.  The  motion  made  by  the  gentleman,  if  adopted, 
would  preclude  further  amendments. 

The  motion  is  to  pass  over  the  bill  without  prejudice.  This  would 
have  the  effect  of  taking  it  off  the  calendar  for  further  consideration 
while  allowing  for  rescheduling  at  a  later  time. 

Mr.  Moore.  If  the  motion  fails  we  would  continue  the  process? 

The  Chairman.  Yes ;  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Is  there  any  time  limitation  on  debate  ? 

The  Chairman.  The  motion  to  pass  over  is  one  that  merits  debate. 
Under  the  committee  rules  5  minutes  will  be  set  aside  for  the  gentle- 
man to  present  and  support  his  amendment  and  5  minutes  for  each 
member  who  wishes  to  speak  on  the  amendment. 

The  gentleman  from  California  moves  that  the  committee  pass  over 
the  bill  H.R.  8529  without  prejudice. 

The  Chair  recognizes  Mr.  Krebs  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

First  of  all,  let  me  make  it  clear  that  in  my  district  they  grow  neither 
tobacco  nor  peanuts.  They  grow  a  grand  total  of  approximately  2,700 
acres  of  rice,  which  I  think  by  any  standard  is  a  minimal  figure. 

It  would  appear  to  me,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  weight  of  the  testi- 
mony that  we  have  heard  here — and  I  will  have  more  to  say  about  the 
amount  of  evidence  and  testimony  that  has  been  presented  later  on — 
would  give  support  to  the  possibility  of  a  substantial  carryover  and 
a  substantial  increase  for  production  in  this  year. 

It  would  appear  to  me,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  putting  additional  rice- 
growers  into  the  field  can  only  have  one  result :  A  further  decrease  in 
the  price  of  rice. 

This,  of  course,  is  the  one  area  that  would  have  to  give.  I  think  this 
is  where,  as  the  vice  chairman  correctly  pointed  out  earlier  in  the 
discussion,  the  breweries  enter  the  picture. 

With  all  due  respect  to  those  who  feel  that  the  consumer  is  going 
to  greatly  benefit  from  this  bill — and  I  have  heard  the  bill  described 
this  morning  as  a  bill  that  is  supposed  to  be  beneficial  to  the  con- 
sumer— as  has  been  pointed  out,  the  decrease  in  the  price  of  rice  was 
from  $17  to  roughly  $9,  but  the  decrease  in  the  price  to  the  consumer 
was  a  mere  8  cents,  or  approximately  12  percent  as  compared  to  the 
50  percent. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Leggett,  who  does  represent  a  large  number  of 
ricegrowers,  was  quite  frank  with  this  committee  when  he  stated: 
"It  is  not  a  matter  of  life  or  death  for  my  rice  growers.  They  will 
survive." 

When  I  asked  during  the  question  and  answer  period,  "Mr.  Leggett, 
at  whose  expense  are  these  ricegrowers  of  yours  going  to  survive?" 
I  think  my  question  was  leading.  Their  survival  would  be  at  the  ex- 
pense of  the  American  taxpayer. 

You  see,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  urgency  for  the  passage  of  this  piece 
of  legislation.  Many  members  of  this  committee,  including  myself, 
have  never  been  involved  in  rice  legislation  before.  Several  members 
of  this  committee  obviously  did  not  hear  the  testimony  at  the  sub- 
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committee  level.  The  testimony,  as  I  understand  it,  was  taken  several 
months  ago  when  the  picture  was  different  than  it  is  today. 

It  seems  to  me  that  it  would  make  more  sense  to  put  this  bill  over 
for  a  reasonable  period  of  time.  It  could  be  brought  before  this  com- 
mittee again  at  any  time,  inasmuch  as  it  is  proposed  that  it  be  passed 
over  without  prejudice. 

In  the  meantime,  this  would  give  us  all  an  opportunity  to  see  whether 
the  market  indeed  is  going  to  produce  the  surplus  which  I  think  the 
preponderance  of  the  testimony  suggested  would  happen. 

Those  of  us  who  have  not  served  on  the  subcommittee  have  not  heard 
from  the  farmers  themselves. 

It  would  seem  to  me  that  this  would  give  us  the  opportunity  to  see 
whose  predictions  are  accurate,  without  gambling  with  the  investment 
of  the  ricegrowers  of  this  country. 

The  picture  being  painted  here,  which  has  been  painted  almost  from 
the  beginning — innocently  enough,  I  am  sure — has  been  a  battle  be- 
tween the  small  guy  and  the  big  corporate  farmer.  I  would  hope  that 
I  have  not,  either  before  coming  to  the  Congress  or  since  coming  to 
the  Congress,  developed  the  reputation  of  a  person  who  fronts  for 
bigness  either  in  farming  or  labor  or  anything  else.  I  would  hope  that 
I  am  not  playing  that  role  at  the  present  time. 

But  it  seems  to  me  it  does  not  make  a  lot  of  sense  to  put  people  who 
have  been  in  the  ricegrowing  business  on  the  Federal  payroll  or  to 
put  them  out  of  business  if  the  $20,000  limitation  were  to  pass. 

From  a  strictly  Machiavellian  standpoint,  I  probably  should  have 
voted  for  the  $20,000  limitation.  I  am  aware  of  that. 

So,  it  seems  to  me  in  summary,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  this  country 
would  be  better  served  if  we  deferred  passage  of  this  legislation  and 
had  further  hearings  on  the  subject,  so  that  those  who  have  not  had 
an  opportunity  to  do  so  can  hear  from  the  farmers  who  are  the  ones 
most  directly  affected;  rather  than  from  interest  groups  who,  in  my 
opinion,  would  be  the  beneficiaries  of  the  legislation  pending,  rather 
than  the  consumer. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Bowen. 

Mr.  Bowen.  I  am  sure  that  all  the  members  of  the  committee  rec- 
ognize the  motion  for  what  it  is,  that  is,  to  kill  the  bill. 

Several  of  you  directed  questions  to  me  yesterday  about  items  that 
I  would  like  to  respond  to  at  this  time  so  that  you  might  get  a  better 
perspective. 

Mr.  Krebs  indicates  that  nothing  would  be  harmed  by  continuing 
with  the  present  system.  An  economic  disaster  would  befall,  in  my 
opinion,  the  people  in  this  country  in  a  limited  realm  if  we  do  not 
make  the  change. 

I  mentioned  to  you  yesterday  that  there  is  a  formula  which  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  must  apply  to  determine  whether  or  not 
to  establish  marketing  quotas.  The  formula  I  have  in  front  of  me, 
involves  the  taking  the  carryover  from  this  year,  which  is  7.1  million 
hundredweight  and  adding  the  estimated  production  this  year,  which 
is  122.5  hundredweight,  and  coming  up  with  a  total  supply  figure 
which  works  out  to  be  129.6  million  hundredweight. 

Then  you  take  the  projected  exports  and  you  have  a  range  there  that 
actual  consumption  which  was  40.2  hundredweight,  not  a  projection 
for  this  year  but  actual  consumption,  which  is  on  the  low  side. 
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Then  you  take  the  projected  exports  and  you  have  a  range  there  that 
the  Department  estimates  ranging  from  66.4  to  72.6  million  hundred- 
weight. Then  you  add  10  percent  for  carryover  and  that  would  run 
to  a  figure  of  about  11.3  which  the  law  requires  be  added  in  as  a  neces- 
sary flexibility  factor. 

If  you  come  up  with  a  so-called  normal  supply,  which  is  really  an 
estimated  demand  figure,  which  is  lower  than  the  total  supply  figure, 
then  you  must  by  law  impose  marketing  quotas. 

The  low  figure,  computing  the  normal  supply,  is  117.3  million  hun- 
dredweight, the  high  is  124.1.  Both  of  those  figures  are  below  the 
129.6  of  total  supply. 

There  is  no  mathematical  way,  in  otherwords,  that  the  Department 
can  fail  to  impose  marketing  quotas.  Their  intention  is  to  impose  those 
quotas  and  to  cut  production  back  from  the  2.8  million  acres  to  the 
1. 650,000  acres  or  a  41  percent  cutback. 

Somebody  asked  me  yesterday  "What  is  the  actual  impact  if  that 
happens  and  what  happens  if  a  man  who  wants  to  grow  rice  beyond 
what  is  his  allotment?"  Of  course  we  see  there  are  many  rice  growers 
and  many  acres  of  rice  being  planted  beyond  the  allotment  this  year. 

What  happens  to  those  people?  Well,  I  tell  you  very  simply  that 
you  would  get  the  allotment  holder  who  would  be  issued  a  marketing 
card  giving  him  a  special  privilege  of  selling  his  rice.  If  he  took  his 
rice  and  wanted  to  sell  it  to  a  miller  and  he  does  not  have  a  market- 
ing card,  then  the  miller  is  not  allowed  to  buy  his  rice. 

If  you  ask  the  question  "What  is  the  penalty?"  it  is  that  he  has  to 
pay  65  percent  of  parity  if  he  does  attempt  to  sell  something  beyond 
what  is  on  his  allotted  acreage.  If  a  man  who  does  not  have  an  allot- 
ment tries  to  market  some  rice,  he  is  liable  to  penalty  under  law  and 
he  has  a  lien  placed  on  his  property,  it  is  seized  by  the  Federal  courts, 
it  is  taken  from  him,  and  if  he  resists  further  he  is  subject  to  criminal 
penalties. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  indicates  that  they  prefer  not  to 
put  people  in  jail.  They  would  rather  take  your  farm  away  from  you. 

So,  that  is  quite  frankly  what  is  going  to  happen.  Farms  have  been 
confiscated.  Can  you  really  imagine  that  happening  in  America?  A 
man  wants  to  go  out  and  grow  rice  for  a  living  and  have  his  farm 
seized,  and  confiscated,  and  auctioned  off.  The  poor  farmer,  and  his 
wife  and  children  sitting  on  the  courthouse  steps. 

That  is  the  situation  }tou  face  inevitably  if  you  attempt  to  plant 
rice  beyond  the  allotted  number  of  acres.  It  is  a  fact.  There  is  no  de- 
bating the  issue.  That  is  precisely  what  happens.  It  is  the  intention 
of  the  law  and  I  think  it  is  a  tragic  reality.  I  think  we  have  to  face 
up  to  the  fact  that  that  will  happen  on  the  31st  of  December  of  this 
3Tear,  unless  we  pass  this  legislation. 

I  therefore  want  to  urge  this  committee  to  reject  the  motion  to  table 
the  bill.  I  want  to  urge  you  to  continue  to  take  up  the  amendments 
which  have  been  offered  to  perfect  this  bill  and  to  report  it  out  to 
the  House. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Poage. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  am  reluctant  to  take  more  time  but  inasmuch  as  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  put  the  rice  growers  on  the  courthouse 
steps,  I  want  to  call  your  attention  to  the  peanut  and  tobacco  growers, 
that  is,  where  they  were  before  they  had  these  programs. 
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They  were  not  on  the  courthouse  steps  because  they  did  not  get 
charity  in  those  days.  And  they  did  not  get  any  help  on  the  courthouse 
steps/ They  were  on  Tobacco  Row.  Everyone  of  you  has  heard  of 
Tobacco  Row  whether  you  lived  in  that  time  or  not.  You  know  what 
we  mean. 

TTe  mean  the  poorest  farmers  in  America  were  growing  tobacco 
and  peanuts.  If  you  vote  this  bill  today  then  you  are  voting  to  kill 
the  peanut  program,  and  you  are  voting  to  kill  the  tobacco  program, 
and  you  are  voting  to  put  those  people  back  on  Tobacco  Row. 

No ;  they  may  not  sit  on  the  courthouse  steps,  but  they  will  be  in  the 
farmhouse.  The}r  will  be  eating  possum.  They  will  be  digging  up 
roots.  You  are  going  to  take  their  livelihood  away  from  them.  You 
are  going  to  take  away  three  programs,  which  have  worked  well.  And 
do  not  tell  any  of  us  that  you  can  take  this  program  away  and  not 
take  the  next  two,  because  every  one  of  you  tobacco  growers  knows 
just  as  well  as  I  do  that  when  you  vote  for  this  bill,  then  you  are 
voting  to  kill  the  tobacco  program. 

Every  one  of  your  constituents  who  grows  peanuts  knows  that 
when  you  vote  this  bill  you  are  destroying  a  substantial  industry  that 
has  helped  a  substantial  number  of  people,  and  that  has  built  school- 
houses  and  churches,  that  has  established  pretty  good  towns  through- 
out a  large  section  of  our  country.  You  are  wiping  it  out  when  you  vote 
this  bill. 

Now,  do  not  talk  to  us  about  these  poor  rice  farmers  sitting  on  the 
courthouse  steps.  If  you  do,  remember  the  people  who  are  going  to  sit 
on  the  creek  banks  trying  to  catch  a  few  fish  and  turtles,  people  who 
were  making  a  good  living  and  who  were  paying  substantial  taxes 
as  peanut  and  tobacco  growers. 

Mr.  Bowex.  If  the  vice  chairman  would  yield  for  a  moment,  I  would 
like  to  say  that  personally  on  my  behalf  I  would  say  this.  Based  on 
my  conversations — and  I  speak  for  most  of  those  who  support  this 
legislation — I  intend  personally  to  fight  as  hard  as  I  can  to  preserve 
a  good  peanut  and  tobacco  program.  I  feel  that  this  legislation  does 
not  in  any  way  determine  that  those  programs  are  going  down  the 
drain  any  more  than  the  fact  that,  when  we  passed  the  Agriculture 
and  Consumer  Protection  Act  of  1973,  determined  that  they  would. 

This  simply  places  rice  in  the  same  program  that  we  have  applied 
to  other  major  commodities  in  1973. 1  have  pledged  my  support  to  the 
peanut  and  tobacco  growers.  I  am  determined  to  keep  those  people 
from  having  to  eat  possum.  I  will  do  everything  in  my  power. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  suspect  that  despite  the  gentleman's  goodwill  he  does 
not  have  the  power  to  do  that. 

The  Chairman.  Is  there  further  discussion?  Mr.  Moore. 

Mr.  Moore.  I  have  remained  silent  up  to  this  point.  I  am  a  member 
of  the  Oilseeds  and  Rice  Subcommittee.  I  want  to  compliment  the 
chairman  of  that  committee  and  the  committee  on  their  work.  I  dis- 
agree with  them.  I  was  the  only  dissenting  vote  at  that  time. 

The  point  I  want  to  make  is  this.  The  findings  of  that  committee 
are  not  valid  at  this  time.  Mr.  Krebs  has  made  a  valid  point. 

AVe  have  figures  floating  around.  I  have  figures  that  are  going  to 
send  my  friend  from  Mississippi  up  the  wall,  and  I  will  use  them  in 
a  minute. 
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I  do  not  think  there  is  a  person  on  this  committee  who  understands 
the  rice  program  right  now  and  what  is  going  to  happen  to  the  rice 
market  right  now.  I  do  not  think  we  ought  to  go  tinkering  with  this 
thing  and  establishing  a  new  program  until  we  do  know. 

Let  me  make  one  point  clear.  I  do  not  have  any  rice  in  my  district. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  is  on  the  other  side  of  the  State  from  me.  The 
Congressmen  in  that  part  of  the  State,  and  the  people  that  grow  rice 
in  that  part  of  the  State  voted  against  me.  I  did  not  get  any  help  out 
of  that  area. 

I  do  not  owe  them  anything,  except  that  I  am  confused  by  this 
mess,  and  I  do  not  think  I  am  going  to  vote  to  injure  any  kind  of 
existing  program  or  industry  in  my  State  or  anywhere  else  as  long  as 
I  am  confused  by  what  is  going  on. 

To  make  it  even  more  confusing,  I  have  two  parishes  which  are 
sometimes  called  counties  that  can  grow  rice  under  this  bill  and  prob- 
ably will  grow  rice  if  this  bill  passes. 

I  do  not  think  it  is  in  their  best  interests  and  I  will  tell  you  why. 

I  have  had  two  groups  tell  me  about  this  bill.  I  have  had  rice  millers 
come  to  see  me.  I  had  only  been  in  office  1  week  and  they  were  in  my 
office  seeing  me  about  this  bill. 

I  do  not  want  to  criticize  them  at  all.  If  they  want  to  sell  more  rice 
that  is  fine.  They  do  not  care  whether  the  Government  subsidizes  the 
production  or  the  cost  of  that  rice  or  not,  as  long  as  they  have  the  rice 
to  sell  and  make  a  profit  on  it,  it  is  OK.  I  am  not  criticizing  them  for 
that,  but  that  is  what  we  are  going  to  be  doing.  That  is,  Government 
subsidization  of  the  increased  production  of  rice. 

No.  2,  we  have  a  lot  of  farmers,  including  those  in  my  State,  who 
once  grew  cotton  but  went  out  of  that  business  because  it  is  not  profit- 
able any  more.  Rice  looks  good.  Rice  farmers  have  been  making  a  good 
In  dng.  They  will  do  anything  to  get  out  of  an  unprofitable  business  to 
get  into  a  good  one. 

If  the  dairy  industry  keeps  going  as  it  is,  something  is  going  to 
happen  there. 

I  do  not  think  we  should  jump  into  the  frying  pan  to  get  out  of  the 
fire.  I  think  that  is  what  we  might  be  doing. 

I  philosophically  disagree  with  this  program  and  those  concerning 
tobacco  and  peanuts.  The  problem  is  that  tobacco,  peanuts,  and  rice 
would  cease  to  be  farmed  if  we  did  not  have  this  program.  If  these 
programs  could  stand  the  test  of  the  free  enterprise  system,  then  you 
would  not  need  them.  But  they  cannot. 

The  question  is,  do  we  abolish  them  or  do  we  put  everybody  in  sup- 
ported programs  like  this  ? 

This  is  what  is  going  to  happen  if  we  open  it  up  wide. 

In  Louisiana  let  us  look  at  the  facts  and  figures  which  keep  floating 
around. 

I  recently  checked  LSU  which  completed  a  study.  The  cost  is  $8.05 
to  $8.80  per  hundredweight  to  produce  a  hundredweight  of  rice  and 
break  even  on  the  costs  of  production.  If  the  market  falls  very  much, 
you  can  see  what  is  going  to  happen. 

The  target  price  concept  is  going  to  save  a  whole  lot  of  farmers.  It  is 
going  to  mean  a  whole  lot  of  money  coming  out  of  the  Treasury.  How 
much  ?  If  the  market  price  is  $7.50  according  to  figures  from  USD  A 
gathered  for  Senator  Long's  office  yesterday,  one-half  of  a  billion  dol- 
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lars  over  the  next  5  years,  $78  million  in  1  year  will  be  paid  out.  You 
can  go  on  down  the  line,  that  is  what  it  is  going  to  cost.  There  is  no 
money  being  paid  out  like  that  right  now. 

That  is  why  we  have  the  market  quotas.  You  have  the  market  quotas 
to  keep  the  production  on  rice  in  line  with  the  market  for  rice. 

When  your  production  gets  out  of  line,  then  you  cut  back  on  it,  so 
Uncle  Sam  does  not  have  to  come  up  with  the  difference  in  the  com- 
modity purchase  program. 

If  we  open  production  of  rice  wide  open,  what  is  going  to  happen. 
One  of  two  things  is  going  to  happen :  you  are  going  to  have  increased 
production  and  it  is  expected.  U.S.  production  is  up  7  percent,  Louisi- 
ana is  5  percent,  the  world  is  up  4  percent.  The  1975  market  is  supposed 
to  be  a  little  bit  higher,  but  gentlemen,  this  bill  does  not  go  into  effect 
until  1976  and  USDA?s  information  which  has  been  circulating  around 
says  that  the  world  demand  for  rice  or  the  market  for  rice  is  going 
down  in  1976  at  a  time  when  we  are  putting  in  a  bill  to  increase  the 
production. 

What  is  that  going  to  mean?  It  is  going  to  mean  what  I  just  told 
you :  The  farmers  are  going  to  go  to  Uncle  Sam  for  the  target  price  to 
collect  their  money.  It  is  going  to  come  out  of  the  Treasury.  We  are 
going  to  create  a  bigger  deficit,  and  we  are  going  to  have  to  answer  to 
the  farmers  that  we  hooked  into  going  into  production  that  do  not  get 
the  target  price. 

They  are  going  to  suddenly  not  make  money,  and  what  are  they  go- 
ing to  want  ?  They  will  want  us  to  give  them  the  target  price.  We  will 
amend  this  bill,  come  back  and  amend,  or  create  a  bigger  Public  Law 
480.  and  what  does  that  do  ? 

Public  Law  480  right  now  is  dealing  in  interest  rates  of  2  or  3  per- 
cent to  countries  for  20  to  40  years.  Even  though  they  may  be  paying 
back  the  loans,  we  are  losing  money  on  that. 

So  Uncle  Sam  is  funding  the  marketing  of  rice  and  is  paying  for  it. 
This  is  not  a  free  market  operation.  If  it  was  we  would  not  need  the 
program. 

So,  I  simply  think  that  we  are  going  to  have  an  overproduction,  and 
Uncle  Sam  is  going  to  be  paying  for  it,  because  the  world  market  is 
not  there.  The  gentleman  from  Mississippi  mentioned  that  the  rich 
OPEC  countries  are  going  to  buy  more  rice,  but  the  USDA  reports 
show  that  the  demand  in  1976  in  Iraq  and  Iran,  who  were  the  big 
purchasers  last  year,  is  expected  to  go  down  in  1976 ;  the  year  we  have 
this  bumper  crop. 

So,  with  these  kinds  of  figures  floating  around  the  gentleman  from 
California  makes  sense  when  he  says  not  to  pass  this  legislation  now. 
There  is  no  emergency.  We  have  waited  since  1938.  Cannot  we  wait 
another  4  or  5  months  until  we  get  some  figures  before  us  that  we  can 
all  say  make  sense  ? 

Therefore  I  support  the  gentleman  from  California  in  saying  we  do 
not  need  a  bill  now  because  there  is  confusion.  We  are  playing  into  the 
hands  of  those  who  have  a  vested  interest  and  want  something  done. 
We  may  be  doine  it  to  the  detriment  of  the  taxpayers  themselves. 
Thank  you.  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chatrmax.  The  gentleman's  time  has  expired. 

I  would  like  to  complete  action  on  this  motion  if  possible. 

Mr.  aIatiiis.  I  would  like  to  speak  to  that  motion,  please. 


138 


I  would  submit  to  the  members  of  the  committee  the  question  that 
we  are  going  to  have  to  decide  today,  which  is  whether  we  can  believe 
the  testimony  that  we  have  heard  from  the  people  who  testified  before 
the  subcommittee  and  the  people  who  testified  last  year,  when  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina  chaired  it?  Witness  after  witness,  and 
time  after  time,  we  were  told  that  the  market  is  there  and  the  world 
market  is  there.  We  have  heard  this  bugaboo  this  morning  about  the 
brewers.  It  is  true  that  the  breweries  in  this  country  are  converting  to 
rice.  We  have  more  breweries  using  rice  today.  The  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  advises  me  that  there  are  two  breweries  in  this  country  that 
use  rice. 

I  do  not  know  that  we  are  subsidizing  breweries,  but  we  are  trying 
to  ship  rice  to  these  countries,  and  if  we  are  shipping  it  over  there  to 
make  beer  I  wish  somebodv  would  tell  me  that. 

The  crux  of  the  whole  thing  is  that  the  market  is  there.  We  have 
been  told  repeatedly  by  witnesses  who  have  the  expertise  in  this  area, 
and  who  are  committing  their  dollars  to  developing  these  markets,  and 
they  say  the  market  is  there. 

We  have  growers  who  come  in  to  tell  us  that  they  want  to  get  into 
rice  production.  That  brings  us  to  the  crux  of  the  problem  which  I 
would  submit  to  you. 

Mr.  Leggett  said  this  yesterday.  I  quote  "We  cannot  grow  any  more 
rice  in  my  district."  That  is  the  problem. 

If  I  were  in  Mr.  Leggett's  position  or  the  position  of  some  of  the 
other  Members  of  the  Congress  who  grow  rice,  and  who  have  limited 
capabilities  for  expansion,  then  I  would  take  the  same  position  they 
are. 

Let  me  also  address  very  briefly  this  question  of  peanuts  and  tobacco. 

I  represent  a  few  of  those  possum-eating,  root-eating,  creek-sitting 
peanut  farmers,  Mr.  Chairman. 

There  is  absolutely  no  parallel  to  be  made,  or  no  analogy  that  can  be 
drawn  between  the  rice  program  and  the  peanut  program.  I  wish  we 
had  the  problem  in  peanuts  that  we  have  in  rice.  Our  problem  in 
peanuts  is  that  we  are  overproducing.  We  have  them  running  out  of 
our  ears,  and  every  member  of  the  committee  knows  it.  We  are  going 
to  have  to  face  that  question. 

If  we  could  substitute  some  peanuts  for  some  of  the  rice  export  that 
is  going  on,  I  would  be  delighted.  I  wish  we  could  expand  peanut 
production.  I  wish  the  market  was  there,  and  I  hope  we  can  find  it. 

But  to  come  in  and  say  that  we  are  destroying  the  peanut  and  to- 
bacco program  by  voting  to  make  a  constructive  change  in  rice  legis- 
lation is,  in  my  opinion,  just  a  wrong  estimate  of  what  is  happening. 

This  is  not  a  Johnny-come-lately  bill.  The  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia says  he  has  not  had  the  opportunity  to  listen  to  all  the  hearings. 
We  held  them.  They  were  a  matter  of  public  record.  Any  member  of 
the  committee  was  invited  to  come.  The  notice  goes  from  this  office  to 
everyone's  office  when  subcommittees  are  meeting. 

We  have  been  hearing  this  bill,  and  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro- 
lina knows  it,  for  2y2  years.  That  is  no  Johnny-come-lately. 

I  have  one  more  thing  and  I  will  quit. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  told  us  last  year  that  we  would 
have  a  carryover.  They  told  us  that  early  this  year.  The  gentleman 
from  Louisiana,  Mr.  Breaux,  was  in  here  yesterday  and  said  they  were 
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going  to  have  a  25  million  hundredweight  carryover.  The  Department 
now  is  saying  they  are  going  to  have  14  million  carryover,  not  25 
million. 

I  predict  that  by  the  end  of  this  year,  when  this  rice  begins  to  move 
in  the  marketplace,  it  is  going  to  be  down  to  the  7  million  hundred- 
weight that  we  had  this  year. 

To  this  point  nobody  knows.  We  can  only  base  our  prediction  on 
what  has  happened  in  the  past. 

Gentlemen,  as  I  said,  when  we  brought  this  bill  in,  it  is  a  compro- 
mise effort  between  two  extreme  positions.  It  will,  in  my  opinion,  allow 
us  to  move  into  the  export  market,  if  we  could  pass  this  legislation,  in 
a  bigger  way  than  we  have  in  the  past,  and  it  will  not  penalize  existing 
rice  growers. 

I  urge  that  we  defeat  this  motion  of  the  gentleman  from  California. 

The  Chairman.  May  I  interrupt  to  mention  that  this  is  a  notice 
of  a  quorum  call,  gentlemen.  Mr.  Weaver,  please  continue. 

Mr.  Weaver.  I  would  like  to  speak  in  behalf  of  the  bill  in  opposing 
the  motion  to  point  out  some  facts  that  have  not  been  brought  up.  We 
are  going  to  have  a  short  potato  crop.  May  potato  futures  are  15  cents 
and  have  hit  19  cents,  and  rice  is  correlated  with  potatoes.  The  world 
food  stocks  presently  are  low  since  the  Second  World  War  100  million 
tons.  The  carryover  is  anticipated  to  be  low. 

Every  bit  of  food  that  we  can  grow  is  going  to  have  a  buyer.  We 
enter  this  coming  year  with  650  million  bushels  of  our  basic  grains, 
that  is,  wheat,  corn,  and  sorghum,  less  than  we  had  in  1972.  The 
Russians  are  in  our  markets  now  buying  as  much  as  they  did  in  1972. 

When  the  other  nations  of  the  world  get  wind  of  these  shortages,  and 
when  Japan  and  Germany  start  entering  the  markets  our  grain  prices 
are  going  to  go  up.  I  would  urge  that  we  grow  all  the  rice  that  we 
possibly  can,  and  I  would  support  this  bill  and  oppose  the  motion. 

The  Chairman.  If  there  is  no  further  discussion,  the  question  occurs 
on  the  amendment  of  the  gentleman  from  California,  Mr.  Krebs,  to 
pass  over  the  bill  H.R.  8529  without  prejudice. 

Mr.  Moore.  I  ask  for  a  recorded  vote. 

The  Chairman.  A  recorded  vote  is  requested. 

The  members  will  respond  either  aye  or  nay. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

(The  rollcall  follows:) 

Ayes:  Representatives  Poage,  Bergland  (by  proxy),  Rose  (by  proxy),  Breck- 
inridge, Baldus,  Krebs,  Hightower,  Moore,  Brown  (by  proxy). 

Nays :  Representatives  Vigorito,  Jones  of  North  Carolina,  Jones  of  Tennessee, 
Mel  cher  (by  proxy),  Ma  this,  Bowen,  Litton,  Richmond,  Nolan,  Weaver.  Bedell, 
McHugh  (by  proxy),  Fithian,  Jenrette.  D' Amours,  Wampler,  Sebelius.  Findley. 
Symms,  Peyser,  Heckler  (by  proxy),  Foley,  English  (by  proxy),  Jeffords  (by 
proxy). 

The  Clerk.  Nine  ayes  and  twenty-four  nays. 

The  Chairman.  There  being  9  ayes  and  24  nays,  the  motion  to  pass 
over  the  bill  without  prejudice  is  not  agreed  to. 

The  Chair  intends  at  this  moment  to  adjourn  the  committee,  since 
the  permission  sought  last  night  for  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  to 
sit  during  the  5-minute  rule  was  denied. 

We  have  two  subcommittees  scheduled  to  meet  on  Tuesday,  and  the 
full  committee  is  scheduled  to  meet  Wednesday,  Thursday,  and  Fri- 
day on  the  Grain  Standards  Act. 
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As  I  announced  earlier,  unless  the  committee  votes  otherwise,  we 
will  continue  this  matter  of  pending  business.  I  will  call  a  meeting  for 
Tuesday.  October  28,  at  10  o'clock  in  the  morning.  The  bill  (H.K. 
8529)  will  remain  pending  business. 

I  had  not  originally  intended  to  call  a  meeting  on  Tuesday  because 
members  might  have  difficulty  returning.  Out  of  necessity,  however, 
we  will  try  to  obtain  a  quorum  at  that  time. 

Members  are  advised  that  there  are  amendments  pending  on  the  bill ; 
and,  perhaps,  there  will  be  other  motions.  Anyone  who  will  not  be  able 
to  attend  may  wish  to  vote  his  presence  by  proxy. 

Mr.  Mathis.  May  I  inquire  if  the  Chair  is  advised  as  to  how  many 
amendments  are  pending? 

The  Chairman.  There  will  be  an  amendment  offered  to  the  research 
section  and  probably  a  motion  to  strike  that  section  entirely. 

Mr.  Bowtsn.  There  has  been  a  change,  Mr.  Chairman.  Mr.  Richmond 
and  I  have  reached  an  agreement.  We  have  a  noncontroversial  amend- 
ment that  will  not  take  much  time. 

The  Chairman.  In  that  case  there  wrould  be  one  noncontroversial 
amendment.  In  addition,  I  understand  there  will  be  a  motion  to  recom- 
mit the  bill. 

Mr.  Moore.  I  will  confirm  that.  I  have  an  amendment  in  the  nature 
of  a  substitute  which  will  require  full  explanation  and  perhaps  debate. 

The  Chairman.  Accordingly,  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  will 
stand  adjourned  to  meet  again  at  10  o'clock  on  Tuesday,  October  28. 

Before  the  members  leave,  I  am  advised  that  we  have  a  distinguished 
group  of  producers  from  Sweden  who  are  visiting  the  United  States. 
The  committee  would  like  to  welcome  them  and  hopes  that  their  trip 
to  the  United  States  will  be  both  fruitful  and  profitable. 

The  committee  will  stand  adjourned. 
[Whereupon  at  12 :30  p.m.,  the  committee  adjourned.] 
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TUESDAY,  OCTOBER  28,  1975 

House  of  Representatives, 
Committee  of  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  committee  met,  pursuant  to  notice,  in  room  1301,  Long  worth 
House  Office  Building  at  10:30  a.m.,  Hon.  Thomas  S.  Foley  (chair- 
man) presiding. 

Present :  Representatives  Poage,  Jones  of  North  Carolina,  Jones  of 
Tennessee,  Mathis,  Bergland,  Brown,  Bowen,  Breckinridge,  High- 
tower,  Bedell,  McHugh,  Thone,  Symms,  Johnson,  Hagedorn,  and 
Moore. 

Staff  present :  Robert  Bor  and  Hyde  Murray,  counsels ;  John  Hogan, 
associate  counsel;  Norman  Gay  and  Roxie  Burris,  staff  consultants, 
Subcommittee  on  Oilseeds  and  Rice,  and  Glenda  Temple  and  Mary 
Jarratt,  staff  assistants. 

The  Chairman.  The  Committee  on  Agriculture  will  come  to  order. 

The  Chair  regrets  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

Accordingly,  the  committee  will  stand  adjourned  until  10  o'clock 
tomorrow  morning  at  which  time  we  will  take  up  pending  business. 

[Whereupon,  at  10:32  a.m.  the  committee  adjourned.] 
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WEDNESDAY,  OCTOBER  29,  1975 

House  of  Representatives, 
Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.O. 

The  committee  met  at  10 :25  a.m.,  pursuant  to  notice,  in  room  1301, 
Longworth  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  Dawson  Mathis  (chairman, 
Subcommittee  on  Oilseeds  and  Rice)  presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  Poage,  de  la  Garza,  Vigorito,  Jones  of 
North  Carolina,  Jones  of  Tennessee,  Mathis,  Bergland,  Brown, 
Bowen,  Litton,  Breckinridge,  Richmond,  Nolan,  Weaver,  Baldus, 
Krebs,  Harkin,  Hightower,  Bedell,  McHugh,  English,  Jenrette, 
D'Amours,  Wampler,  Sebelius,  Findley,  Thone,  Symms,  Madigan, 
Peyser,  Heckler,  Kelly,  Grassley,  Hagedorn,  and  Moore. 

Staff  present :  Robert  M.  Bor,  counsel ;  Hyde  H.  Murray,  counsel ; 
John  E.  Hogan,  associate  counsel;  Steve  Allen,  staff  assistant;  Nor- 
man Gay  and  Roxie  Burris,  staff  consultants.  Subcommittee  on  Oil- 
seeds and  Rice ;  L.  T.  Easley,  press  assistant ;  Glenda  Temple  and  Mary 
Jarratt,  staff  assistants. 

Mr.  Mathis.  The  committee  will  come  to  order. 

Twenty-one  members  having  appeared,  and  a  quorum  having  been 
established,  we  will  proceed  to  consideration  of  bill  H.R.  8529. 

The  chairman  of  the  full  committee  was  required  to  be  elsewhere 
this  morning.  In  his  absence  he  has  asked  me  to  preside. 

When  the  committee  last  met,  we  were  proceeding  under  the  bill 
having  been  opened  for  amendments  at  any  point. 

I  recognize  Mr.  Bowen. 

Mr.  Bowen.  I  would  like  to  offer  an  amendment  which  I  believe 
is  in  your  hands,  or  will  shortly  be  there. 

This  is  one  that  was  developed  after  conversation  with  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York,  Mr.  Richmond.  He  had  voiced  some  concern 
about  the  language  on  page  17  of  the  bill.  It  deals  with  the  provision 
for  research  funds. 

After  some  conversation  with  Department  officials  and  our  own 
staff,  we  concluded  that  this  section  does  not  really  provide  for  any 
new  funds  or  additional  funds  but  is  rather  an  authorization  to  insure 
that  at  least  this  amount  is  specifically  pegged  for  rice  research. 

This  simply  parallels  the  situation  in  most  other  commodities.  As 
you  know,  in  the  1973  act  the  research  money  is  in  the  same  area  and 
is  provided  for  wheat,  feed  grains,  and  so  on.  We  have,  of  course,  a 
program  for  cotton. 

Although  the  Department  is,  at  this  time,  already  providing  some 
moneys  for  research,  we  are  informed  by  the  Department  that  the 
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inclusion  of  this  authorization  would  not  require  any  additional 
spending. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Richmond  has  decided  not  to  offer  the  amendment 
that  he  had  announced  that  he  would  offer.  He  felt  some  concern 
about  the  fact  that  any  moneys  in  this  authorization  might  be  used  for 
advertising  or  promotion.  So  language  has  been  provided  in  this 
amendment  to  take  care  of  that  purpose. 

There  was  also  strong  feeling  that  we  should  give  some  direction 
to  the  Department  in  the  area  of  where  the  funds  were  expended, 
and  therefore  priority  consideration  is  given  for  land-grant  universi- 
ties and  State  experimental  stations. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  feel  that  this  is  an  amendment  that  basically 
reflects  the  sentiment  of  the  majority  of  the  committee,  and  I  would 
urge  its  acceptance. 

Mr.  Joxes  of  North  Carolina.  Does  the  amount  authorized  remain 
the  same? 

Mr.  Bowen.  Yes ;  it  simply  earmarks  that  amount. 
Mr.  Krebs.  Will  the  gentleman  vield  further? 
Mr.  Bowen.  Yes. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Will  the  gentleman  accept  an  amendment,  a  perfecting 
amendment,  which  would  also  include  non-land-grant  universities 
with  appropriate  agricultural  qualifications? 

Mr.  Bowen.  I  would  call  your  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  Depart- 
ment still  retains  full  discretion  to  spend  the  money  in  any  way  it  sees 
fit.  It  merely  states  a  priority  for  land-grant  universities  and  experi- 
ment stations. 

I  do  not  think  that  there  is  any  restriction  that  would  keep  the 
Department  from  doing  that.  But  I  think  if  you  would  like  to  make 
it  a  part  of  the  record,  then  it  would  show  that  there  is  no  objection 
to  the  money  being  expended  in  any  way  the  Department  might  see 
fit,  such  as  a  non-land-grant  school. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Maybe  I  should  wait  until  the  gentleman's  time  has 
expired,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Mr.  Bowen,  do  you  yield  back  the  balance  of  your 
time  ? 

Mr.  Bowex.  Yes. 

Mr.  Mathis.  I  recognize  Mr.  Krebs. 

Mr.  Krebs.  In  offering  either  a  perfecting  amendment  or  a  sub- 
stitute amendment,  I  would  like  to  accomplish  the  following. 

The  amendment  would  hopefully  include  educational  institutions  of 
higher  learning  which  had  all  of  the  agricultural  qualifications  of  land- 
grant  universities. 

My  friend  from  Illinois,  Mr.  Findley,  will  remember  that  I — that 
is,  Congressman  Sisk  and  I — made  a  similar  suggestion  for  the  for- 
eign aid  appropriations  bill,  which  was  recently  passed. 

Mr.  Findley 's  proposal  allowed  for  land  grant  university  participa- 
tion in  the  foreign  aid  field.  At  that  time,  we  offered  an  amendment 
which  included  nonland  grant  universities'  having  appropriate  agri- 
cultural qualifications.  It  permits  them  to  also  engage  in  the  land  grant 
type  of  research. 

Mr.  Bowex.  Will  the  gentleman  yield  ? 

Mr.  Krebs.  Yes. 

Mr.  Bowen.  Do  you  have  in  mind  universities  which  have  agricul- 
tural schools  which  are  not  land  grant  schools  ? 
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Mr.  Krebs.  That  is  correct. 

The  California  State  University  at  Fresno  is  one  such  institution. 

Mr.  Bowex.  TVTould  the  gentleman  consider  language  which  would 
say  land  grant  universities,  other  agricultural  schools,  and  State  ex- 
periment stations,  and  that  type  of  thing  ? 

Mr.  Krebs.  The  wording  can  be  worked  out. 

Mr.  Fixdley.  Will  the  gentleman  yield  ? 

Mr.  Krebs.  Yes. 

Mr.  Fixdley.  May  I  suggest  "and  other  similar  institutions*'  be 
added  at  the  end  of  the  amendment  of  Mr.  Bowen  ? 
Mr.  Krebs.  That  is  not  the  same  language. 

Mr.  Fixdley.  We  use  the  term  "eligible  universities''  and  then  we 
define  eligible  in  the  act. 

Sfr.  Bowex.  Would  you  want  to  say  "other  agricultural  schools  or 
colleges"  and  language  of  that  type  ? 

Mr.  Krebs.  Yes ;  that  would  be  acceptable. 

I  think  we  should  specify  institutions  of  higher  learning. 

Mr.  Bowex.  If  I  might  have  unanimous  consent  to  revise  the  amend- 
ment which  I  have  offered  I  would  be  happy  to  do  so. 

Mr.  Krebs.  I  appreciate  that,  Mr.  Bowen. 

Mr.  Mathis.  For  the  benefit  of  the  Chair  will  the  gentleman  restate 
his  motion  with  the  changes. 

Mr.  Bowex.  In  this  case  I  may  be  asking  for  unanimous  consent  to 
revise  my  amendment  if  I  may  do  that,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Is  there  objection  to  the  request  by  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  ? 

Mr.  Bowex.  I  would  say  "and  other  agricultural  institutions  of 
higher  learning."  May  I  ask  the  staff  if  there  is  any  reason  why  that 
lanon-iage  should  be  stricken  ? 

If  that  is  the  case,  then  I  would  like  to  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
that  be  accepted  and  I  offer  the  amendment  to  the  committee. 

Mr.  Mathis.  The  unanimous  consent  has  been  agreed  to  alreadv. 

Is  there  further  discussion  ?  Mr.  Poage  ? 

Mr.  Poage.  I  want  to  reiterate  Mr.  de  la  Garza's  policy  which  I 
think  is  a  good  policy.  I  am  not  at  this  time  opposed  to  the  bill.  This 
is  not  a  measure  as  to  whether  you  are  for  or  against  the  bill  as  I  see  it. 
But  in  this  area  which  you  are  amending,  there  is  provision  on  line 
5  on  page  IT :  "There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  not  more  than 
$1  million  for  any  fiscal  3-ear  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
section." 

The  bill  covers  2  fiscal  years.  I  think  the  de  la  Garza  practice  is 
sound.  We  ought  to  limit  this  to  1  year. 

I  would  suggest  that  we  strike  out  the  $1  million  figure  and  insert 
$500,000,  and  that  after  the  words  "for"  we  strike  out  "any"  and  insert 
the  year  "1976  fiscal  year  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  section." 
This  would  not  leave  any  authority  for  the  second  year.  Congress 
would  have  the  right  to  add  the  authority  for  the  second  year,  as  it 
will  on  all  other  matters  coining  before  it. 

Mr.  de  la  Garza  is  exactly  right  in  suggesting  that,  if  we  do  not  do 
this,  then  we  simply  abdicate  and  allow  the  Appropriations  Commit- 
tee to  receive  all  of  the  conditions  of  the  Department  and  none  will 
come  to  this  committee. 

That  is  true  whether  it  is  this  bill  or  whether  it  is  any  other  bill. 
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My  only  purpose  in  raising  this  issue  at  this  time  is  that  I  think  it 
is  a  sound  policy,  and  I  think  the  committee  has  the  authority  and  I 
think  the  practice  is  a  good  one. 

Therefore,  I  would  like  to  offer  this  as  an  amendment  to  the  Bowen 
amendment. 

On  page  17,  on  line  6,  we  will  strike  out  the  figure  "$1,000,000"  and 
insert  "$500,000"  and  strike  out  the  word  "any"  and  insert  "the  1976". 

Mr.  Bowen.  Is  this  practice  followed  in  the  provision  of  research 
funds  for  other  commodities  ?  The  1973  act  spells  out  research  funds 
for  other  commodities,  but  is  this  solely  limited  in  this  fashion? 

Mr.  Poage.  If  you  will  remember,  Mr.  de  la  Garza  has  proposed  or 
attempted  to  put  this  kind  of  a  rider  on  every  bill  that  we  passed 
which  authorizes  appropriations.  Of  course,  it  does  not  go  back  to 
1973.  He  just  started  it  this  year.  I  think  he  is  exactly  right  in  stating 
this.  You  have  to  use  the  2  by  4  to  get  the  attention  of  the  mule. 

Mr.  Bowen.  Why  would  you  reduce  the  $1  million  figure  ? 

Mr.  Poage.  So  that  you  could  authorize  $500,000  the  next  year. 

Mr.  Bowten.  We  have  in  mind  the  $1  million  figure  per  year. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  thought  the  $1  million  was  for  2  years. 

Mr.  Bowen.  Xo ;  that  was  for  1  year. 

Mr.  Poage.  Then  we  could  leave  the  $1  million  figure. 

Mr.  Bowen.  May  1  ask  the  staff  a  question  on  this,  Mr.  Chairman  % 

Mr.  Mathis.  Yes. 

Mr.  Bowen.  I  would  like  to  be  assured,  and  I  would  like  the  record 
to  show,  that  this  does  not  serve  as  a  restrictive  ceiling  upon  the  in- 
vestment of  public  funds  in  research  in  this  area. 

For  example,  according  to  staff  figures  which  have  been  given  to 
us,  the  Department  is  already  at  this  time  expending  somewhat  over 
$1  million,  that  is,  $1.3  million  in  the  general  area  of  rice  research. 

That  is  being  done  under  other  authority,  not  under  authority  of 
this  legislation,  and  it  is  not  earmarked  for  rice.  It  is  being  done  by 
departmental  decision. 

I  want  to  be  sure,  and  I  want  the  record  to  show,  that  if  we  do  ap- 
prove this,  this  will  not  serve  as  a  ceiling  upon  the  use  of  research 
funds  for  rice. 

Could  the  staff  clarify  this  for  us  % 

Mr.  Bor.  Mr.  Bowen,  we  could  make  this  abundantly  clear  in  the 
committee  report  on  this  bill,  that  this  was  the  intention  of  the  com- 
mittee with  respect  to  title  II  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Bowen.  If  the  committee  report  would  show  the  intention  of  the 
committee  was  not  to  place  a  ceiling  but  merely  to  insure  that  we  had 
earmarked  in  this  legislation  this  figure  so  that  it  would  not  cause  an 
actual  cutback  in  the  research  funds. 

With  that  in  mind,  I  personally  would  have  no  objection  to  Mr. 
Poage's  amendment  and  I  would  be  happy  to  offer  that. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  would  leave  your  $1  million  figure  and  all  we  would 
do  would  be  to  strike  the  word  "any"  and  insert  "the  1976  fiscal  year." 
For  any  further  appropriation  for  the  second  year,  further  action 
would  have  to  be  taken  to  get  the  appropriation. 

I  do  not  propose  to  change  the  language  that  says  to  carry  out  the 
provision  of  this  section.  That  confines  it  to  a  section,  rather  than  to 
the  whole  subject  matter  of  rice. 
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Mr.  Bowen.  Mr.  Chairman,  do  you  feel  that  we  have  the  oppor- 
tunity to  reconsider  this  matter  next  spring  prior  to  the  turn  of  the 
next  fiscal  year  %  We  are  halfway  through  the  fiscal  year  now. 

Mr.  Poage.  That  is  the  whole  purpose  of  this.  That  is,  to  require  us 
to  reconsider. 

Mr.  Bowen.  I  think  we  could  consider  it  if  we  were  prior  bo  a  fiscal 
year.  In  this  instance,  by  the  time  the  bill  was  passed,  we  would  be 
well  into  it. 

Mr.  Poage.  Your  fiscal  year  does  not  end  in  June,  as  it  has  hereto- 
fore done.  It  is  eleven  months  away  from  us  now.  That  is,  the  new 
fiscal  year. 

All  I  am  asking  you  to  do  is  just  to  say  this.  We  do  not  want  you 
to  bring  the  bill  back  but  simply  for  authorization. 

Mr.  Mathis.  I  would  like  to  ask,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  Presi- 
dent has  already  signed  the  agriculture  appropriations  bill  for  fiscal 
year  1976,  what  the  possibility  would  be  of  obtaining  funding  for  this 
section  under  the  authorization  that  is  proposed  in  this  act. 

Mr.  Poage.  You  would  have  to  go  to  the  Appropriations  Committee 
whether  you  have  an  amendment  or  not.  You  have  to  go  to  that  com- 
mittee anyway. 

The  only  difference  in  the  world  that  it  would  make  with  what  I  am 
proposing  is  that  you  would  get  the  money  on  exactly  the  same  terms 
and  for  1977  you  would  have  to  pass  a  further  authorization.  That  is 
the  only  thing  in  the  world  that  I  am  suggesting. 

You  would  have  to  bring  it  back  to  this  committee  to  get  further 
authorization  for  the  second  year. 

Mr.  Mathis.  The  only  question  I  have  is  the  timing.  The  Appro- 
priations Committee  has  already  reported  the  bill,  and  would  we  not 
run  into  a  time  problem  ? 

Mr.  Poage.  I  think  you  will,  but  I  think  it  would  be  exactly  the 
same  under  the  amendment  as  I  have  proposed  it,  and  the  bill  as 
written.  The  bill  as  written  requires  exactly  the  same  thing  for  1976. 

Under  the  bill  as  written  you  will  not  get  any  money  unless  the 
Appropriations  Committee  gives  it  to  us. 

Now,  all  I  am  saying  here  is  that  the  Appropriations  Committee 
cannot  give  it  to  you  for  the  second  year  without  further 
authorization. 

Mr.  Bowen.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  had  a  suggestion  brought  to  my 
attention  based  on  language  which  is  in  the  Senate  bill  5-55.  This 
requires  the  Secretary  to  come  before  the  authorizing  committee  and 
make  his  request  for  the  coming  year.  The  suggestion  is  that  it  might 
be  appropriate  to  leave  the  language  as  is,  and  place  the  language  in 
the  committee  report  calling  for  departmental  presentation  on  this 
matter  before  moving  into  another  fiscal  year.  That  might  satisfac- 
torily resolve  the  matter. 

Mr.  Poage.  No  ;  Mr.  Bowen. 

The  committee  report  has  about  as  much  influence  on  the  Depart- 
ment when  it  does  not  want  to  do  it,  as  pouring  this  water  on  the  back 
of  this  glass  which  I  have  in  my  hand. 

If  you  are  going  to  achieve  what  Mr.  de  la  Garza  set  out  to  achieve, 
you  are  going  to  have  to  put  it  into  the  law.  You  cannot  write  it  in 
the  newspaper. 
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Mr.  Boaven.  At  this  point,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  no  basic  objections 
to  that,  and  I  would  be  very  happy  to  accept  the  change  either  by  vir- 
tue of  amending  or  perfecting  the  amendment  I  offered,  or  as  an 
amendment  to  my  amendment. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Is  there  objection  to  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  to  be  offered  as  an  amendment  to  the  amend- 
ment from  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  ? 

Mr.  Jones  of  North  Carolina.  What  would  this  do? 

Mr.  Poage.  It  says  that  you  could  not  authorize,  it  does  not  author- 
ize money  for  the  second  year. 

Mr.  Mathis.  This  is  a  2-year  authorization.  It  is  a  2-year  bill.  The 
amendment  of  the  gentleman  from  Texas  would  simply  strike  the  last 
year  from  the  authorization. 

Mr.  Bowex.  Inasmuch  as  we  are  already  well  into  this  fiscal  year, 
and  apparently  moneys  have  already  been  appropriated,  or  at  least 
the  committee  has  taken  such  action,  would  you  object  to  applying  this 
to  the  following  fiscal  year,  making  it  a  1-year  authorization. 

Mr.  Poage.  Yes;  because  the  bill  is  only  a  2-year  bill.  I  am  only 
trying  to  affect  the  last  year. 

The  fiscal  year  1976  runs  until  a  year  from  this  month. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Is  there  objection  to  the  amendment,  that  is,  the  one 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  Bedell.  Yes;  I  have  objection. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Objection  is  heard. 

Mr.  Bedell.  My  objection  is  this.  Inasmuch  as  it  is  only  a  2-year  bill, 
it  seems  a  lot  of  fuss  to  bring  it  back  with  all  that  trouble.  It  is  only 
a  2-year  appropriation.  I  will  not  fuss  about  it,  but  I  object. 

Mr.  Weaver.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  the  previous  question. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Without  objection  the  motion  for  the  previous  ques- 
tion has  been  moved.  We  will  vote  on  Mr.  Bo  wen's  amendment  as 
amended  by  the  gentleman  from  Texas,  Mr.  Poage. 

All  in  favor  raise  your  right  hand. 

Mr.  Moore.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  for  a  rollcall  vote  on  this. 
Mr.  Mathis.  The  Chair  did  not  understand  the  question  from  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana. 
Mr.  Moore.  I  asked  for  a  rollcall  vote. 
Mr.  Mathis.  I  was  afraid  I  did  understand. 
The  Clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

(The  rollcall  follows :) 

Ayes:  Representatives  Poage,  Jones  of  North  Carolina,  Jones  of  Tennessee, 
Melcher  (hy  proxy),  Mathis,  Bergland,  Brown,  Bowen,  Rose  (by  proxy),  Breck- 
inridge, Baldus,  Krebs  (by  proxy),  High  tower,  McHugh,  English,  Fithian  (by 
proxy),  D'Amours,  Wampler,  Sebelius  (by  proxy),  Findley,  Thone,  Madigan, 
Peyser,  Heckler,  Grassley,  Moore,  Kelly  (by  proxy),  Litton  (by  proxy),  Weaver. 

Nays:  Representatives  Richmond,  Nolan,  Bedell. 

Present:  Representatives  Harkin  (by  proxy),  and  Jeffords  (by  proxy). 
The  Clerk.  Twenty-nine  ayes  and  three  nays. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Being  29  ayes  and  3  nays  the  amendment  is  agreed  to. 
Mr.  Peyser.  A  parliamentary  inquiry  please. 

I  would  like  to  know  how  many  amendments  are  remaining  that 
you  know  of  at  this  point.  The  purpose  of  my  asking  the  question  is 
that  I  am  sure  the  committee  is  aware  that  the  President  is  speaking 
at  noon  today.  It  is  on  an  issue  of  tremendous  importance  to  many  of 
us  here. 
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I  myself  will  have  to  leave  at  that  time,  and  I  wondered  what  the 
situation  was. 

Mr.  Mathis.  I  have  no  personal  knowledge  of  any  amendments.  I 
have  heard  that  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  has  an  amendment  that 
he  desires  to  offer.  I  would  hope  the  committee  could  move  forward 
in  an  expeditious  manner  and  dispose  one  way  or  the  other  of  the 
amendment  offered  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute,  I  believe. 

The  Chair  might  inquire  of  those  members  if  there  are  any  other 
amendments  pending. 

The  gentleman  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  Moore.  I  have  three.  The  first  is  the  one  you  just  described  and 
two  additional  ones. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Is  there  further  discussion  on  the  amendment  as 
amended  offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  ?  If  not,  without 
objection  the  previous  question  is  ordered.  The  vote  now  occurs  on 
the  adoption  of  the  amendment. 

Raise  your  right  hand  if  you  are  in  favor. 

The  Clerk.  Twenty-three. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Those  opposed,  same  sign. 

The  Clerk.  None. 

Mr.  Mathis.  There  being  twenty-three  ayes  and  no  nays,  the  amend- 
ment is  agreed  to. 

The  gentleman  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  Moore.  Thank  vou,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  an  amendment  that 
I  would  like  to  offer.  It  is  very  simple. 

Mr.  Mathis.  The  gentleman  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 
Mr.  Moore.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  amendment  says  on  page  10,  line  18,  of  the  bill,  strike  out  the 
word  "shall"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  word  "may". 

This  amendment  simply  makes  a  set-aside  program  discretionary 
with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  rather  than  mandatory. 

I  simply  point  out  three  points  concerning  this.  First,  it  is  my  under- 
standing that  this  will  make  it  like  all  other  set-aside  programs,  that 
is,  voluntary  rather  than  mandatory.  This  is  the  only  mandatory  one, 
I  am  told.  This  would  be  consistent  with  all  other  commodities  and  do 
it  on  a  voluntary  basis. 

Second,  if  we  are  concerned  about  more  rice  to  feed  the  world 
and  that  sort  of  thing,  then  we  ought  to  give  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture discretion  to  set  aside  rice  production  or  to  set  aside — that  is. 
to  prevent  rice  production  rather  than  forcing  him  to  do  so. 

Third,  the  way  the  bill  is  currently  drawn,  the  only  set-asides 
would  be  the  current  ricegrowers  of  those  who  currently  have  allot- 
ments. So,  we  are  saying  anybody  new  can  get  into  the  field  and  grow 
rice.  If  we  have  got  too  much,  though,  then  we  will  cut  back  the  old  rice 
producers  and  make  them  not  grow  rice. 

Mr.  Bowex.  Will  the  gentleman  yield  ? 

Mr.  Moore.  Yes. 

Mr.  Bowex.  I  certainly  have  no  opposition  to  the  amendment.  As 
the  gentleman  recalls  from  a  subcommittee  meeting,  we  placed  that 
the  word  "shall"  in  there  at  the  specific  behest  of  the  growers  from  the 
gentleman's  State  as  well  as  others  who  are  allotment  holders.  I  am 
pleased  to  see  that  they  have  now  made  the  determination  that  that 
language  should  be  optional  rather  than  mandatory. 
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I  personally  accept  that  amendment. 

Mr.  Moore.  I  thank  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  for  his  com- 
ments. I  am  not  at  all  sure  that  the  growers  in  my  State  have  changed 
their  minds.  I  have  received  additional  information  from  the  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture  that  I  think  would  color  their  thinking  if  they 
had  that  information. 

I  would  still  offer  this  amendment  and  would  be  glad  to  answer 
questions. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Is  there  further  discussion  of  this  amendment  ?  Is 
there  objection  to  the  adoption  of  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Louisiana?  The  Chair  hearing  none,  the  amendment  is 
adopted. 

Mr.  Moore.  I  have  another  amendment  which  is  like  unto  the  first, 
but  a  little  bit  different.  I  would  like  to  have  it  passed  out. 

Basically,  what  it  does  is  this.  The  language  is  simple.  Its  purpose 
concerns  the  voluntary  set-aside  program  and  it  applies  to  all  pro- 
ducers, not  just  the  old  producers. 

This  language  affects  that.  The  idea  is  that  if  we  are  going  to  cut 
back  on  rice  production  because  there  is  too  much,  then  voluntarily, 
according  to  the  amendment  just  adopted,  then  this  should  be  appor- 
tioned among  all  producers,  not  just  the  old  ones. 

Again,  I  think  we  have  an  unfair  situation  regarding  the  existing 
rice  farmer  being  told  discretionarily  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
that  there  is  too  much  rice  this  year  and  that  they  are  going  to  have 
to  cut  back  10  acres  or  5  acres  or  whatever. 

If  we  are  going  to  do  this,  then  we  have  to  spread  it  over  all  rice 
producers  so  it  would  not  hurt  anybody  very  much  in  terms  of  their 
production  and  the  amount  that  they  would  get  for  their  crops  or  the 
amount  they  grow. 

The  purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to  do  that.  That  is,  to  spread  the 
set-aside,  if  it  comes,  on  all  producers  of  rice  and  not  just  to  those  that 
are  currently  producers  of  rice  under  the  existing  law. 

I  ask  the  committee  to  favorably  consider  this  amendment. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Will  the  gentleman  yield  back  the  balance  of  his  time  ? 

Mr.  Moore.  Yes. 

Mr.  Bowex.  I  have  been  advised  by  counsel  that,  inasmuch  as  the 
only  provision  for  a  penalty  which  could  be  applied  would  be  against 
those  who  happen  to  hold  allotments,  then  to  attempt  to  apply  this  to 
the  nonallotment  holders  would  be  complete]}'  meaningless. 

There  is  no  way  to  apply  a  penalty.  The  only  penalty  that  can  be 
applied  is  to  the  farmer  who  has  the  allotment  and  who  participates 
in  the  loan  and  the  target  price  provisions.  Since  the  nonallotment 
farmer  has  no  opportunity  to  have  target  price  participation  or  loans, 
there  would  be  no  way  that  this  could  be  provided  for. 

I  sympathize  with  what  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  is  trying  to 
do,  but  I  think  that  his  language  does  not  really  achieve  anything  and 
it  does  not  address  the  problem. 

Mr.  Moore.  Will  the  gentleman  yield  ? 

Mr.  Bowen.  Yes. 

Mr.  Moore.  I  have  been  advised,  of  course,  that  under  the  existing 
program  and  under  this  bill  as  well,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  if 
the  orders  are  set-aside,  may  or  may  not  give  payments  on  that  acreage 
set-aside. 
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He  could  give  those  payments  to  the  new  farmers  coming  in  if  he  so 
desired  under  this  bill.  This  would  give  him  use  of  the  penalty,  and 
he  could  withhold  those  payments  to  a  new  farmer  upon  whom  he 
orders  a  set -aside. 

Mr.  Bowex.  Counsel  tells  me  that  only  payments  can  be  made  to 
the  allotment  holders,  so  there  is  no  way  under  law  that  payments  can 
be  made  to  nonallotment  holders.  If  you  are  getting  the  benefits  of 
the  target  price  and  the  loan,  then  3^011  might  be  restricted  in  that 
participation.  Otherwise  there  is  no  way  to  place  a  restriction  upon 
the  farmer  who  is  planting  outside  the  program. 

Mr.  Moore.  I  have  been  advised  by  counsel  on  this.  This  is  true  as 
far  as  the  target  price  concept  is  concerned,  but  not  the  set-aside  pay- 
ments. Set-aside  payments  can  be  made  to  anybody  whom  the  Secre- 
tary orders  to  set  land  aside. 

He  does  not  have  to,  but  he  may.  So,  the  penalty  he  would  use  is : 
"I  order  you  to  set  this  aside,  and  if  you  do  not,  you  will  not  receive 
set-aside  payments  that  are  authorized." 

Mr.  Bowen.  Let  me  see  if  I  can  get  this  straight. 

You  are  saying  that  a  man  who  has  no  allotment,  that  the  Secre- 
tary may  ask  him  to  set  aside  a  certain  amount.  If  he  does  not  choose 
to  do  so,  then  he  is  not  required  to  do  so.  Inasmuch  as  he  does  not 
participate  in  the  loan  or  the  target  program,  then  he  would  not  be 
affected. 

You  are  simply  saying  that  the  Secretary  would  have  the  option  of 
voluntarily  making  a  set-aside  pa}Tment  either  to  the  nonallotment 
holder  or  to  the  allotment  holder.  Is  that  what  you  are  saying  ? 

Mr.  Moore.  That  is  my  understanding,  yes. 

Mr.  Bowen.  Frankly,  if  that  is  what  it  means,  I  cannot  offhand 
think  of  any  particular  reason  to  oppose  it.  I  will  yield  to  Mr.  Bedell. 

Mr.  Bedell.  Supposing  I  am  a  farmer  not  growing  any  rice  and 
I  want  to  start  growing  rice  under  your  program.  Is  there  anything 
to  prohibit  me  from  growing  all  the  rice  I  want  to  on  my  farm? 

Mr.  Moore.  Nothing,  if  the  gentleman  will  yield,  that  under  the 
law  we  have  here  before  us  and  the  existing  law.  the  Secretary  has 
the  right,  if  he  thinks  there  is  going  to  be  too  much  rice,  to  order  cer- 
tain acreage  to  be  set  aside.  I  am  asking  that  set-aside  provisions  be 
applied  to  all  ricegrowers  including  the  one  you  just  described  who  is 
coming  into  the  market  for  the  first  time. 

The  question  that  Mr.  Bowen  and  I  have  been  discussing  is  what 
power  does  the  Secretary  have  over  the  new  grower  if  he  is  not  under 
the  target  price  concept?  The  power  he  has  is  to  refuse  to  make  set- 
aside  payments  which  he  can  do. 

In  other  words,  you  put  this  acreage  aside  and  he  is  authorized 
to  pay  you  so  much  money  because  you  are  not  growing  this  rice  this 
year.  But  this,  I  think,  is  sufficient  penalty  to  warrant  him  to  have 
the  power  to  apply  to  all  ricegrowers  and  not  have  the  distinction 
between  old  and  new  ricegrowers.  He  would  apply  the  set-aside  to 
every  ricegrower. 

Mr.  Mathis.  The  gentleman  from  Mississippi  still  has  time. 

Mr.  Bowex.  I  yield  to  Mr.  Findley. 

Mr.  Fixdley.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  author  of  this  amendment 
this  question. 
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Under  this  amendment,  is  it  possible  that  a  new  grower  of  rice 
would  not  be  eligible  for  direct  payments  or  loans?  Could  he  never- 
theless be  required  to  set  aside  land  without  any  compensation? 

Mr.  Moore.  If  the  gentleman  will  yield,  it  is  my  understanding  that 
that  is  the  situation  now.  The  Secretary,  under  this  bill,  it  not  re- 
quired to  make  set-aside  payments.  That  is  precisely  why  I  offered 
the  first  amendment.  He  is  no  longer  required  to  make  set-aside  pay- 
ments, which  is  the  interpretation  we  have  from  the  Secretary's  office. 

I  would  assume  that  what  he  could  use  to  apply  this  set-aside  to  a 
new  grower  would  be,  is  that  he  will  make  the  payments  if  the  set- 
aside  is  made.  He  does  not  have  the  denial  of  target  prices  and  loans 
used  as  a  lever  to  get  the  set-aside  as  he  does  with  old  growers. 

Mr.  Findley.  Nevertheless,  under  your  amendment  the  Secretary 
could  elect  to  require  set-asides  without  pa}rments. 

Mr.  Moore.  Yes ;  he  could. 

Mr;  Findley.  This  could  impose  a  requirement  on  new  growers  of 
rice  who  have  no  benefit  or  backup  from  direct  payments  or  loans, 
nevertheless  to  be  required  to  set  aside  land  ? 

Mr.  Moore.  Yes;  it  could.  This  is  the  reason  why:  you  are  trying 
to  protect  the  market  from  getting  glutted  with  rice  which  would 
hurt  the  new  farmer  as  well  as  the  old. 

Second,  I  would  assume  we  would  apply  it  to  everybody.  In  other 
words,  we  would  not  pay  some  and  not  pay  others.  He  would  pay  it 
to  every  ricegrower.  Either  he  pays  some  or  he  pays  none. 

Mr.  Findley.  It  seems  to  me  that  this  is  an  unfair  amendment, 
that  is,  to  impose  a  prospective  obligation  without  any  form  of  com- 
pensation or  adjustment  upon  new  growers  of  rice.  It  would  defeat 
the  fundamental  purpose  of  this  bill  which  is  to  encourage  those  who 
want  to  take  the  chance  on  the  market,  without  any  intervention  by 
the  Government  anyway,  to  do  that. 

Mr.  Mathis.  The  time  of  the  gentleman  from  Misssissippi  has  ex- 
pired. I  recognize  the  gentleman  from  New  York,  Mr.  Peyser. 

Mr.  Peyser.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  that  this  is  an  absolutely  de- 
structive amendment.  It  basically  would  shoot  down  the  whole  intent 
of  this  new  legislation  because  who  is  going  to  go  in  in  an  open  alloca- 
tion without  receiving  any  of  the  benefits  of  the  old  legislation.  It 
would  make  no  sense  at  all;  I  would  urge  the  defeat  of  this  because 
it  would  in  effect  defeat  the  impact  of  the  legislation.  I  yield  to 
Mr.  Bowen. 

Mr.  Bowen.  I  misunderstood,  then,  what  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana  was  offering.  I  was  under  the  impression  that  he  was  saying 
that  the  Secretary  could  optionally  offer  payments  for  set-aside  but 
could  not  require  them  to  set  aside.  Apparently  that  was  not  the  case, 
and  inasmuch  as  he  can  require  the  set-aside  of  land,  whether  or  not 
the  farmer  wishes  to  cooperate,  then  I  would  have  to  oppose  the 
amendment  under  those  terms. 

Mr.  Peyser.  I  thank  the  gentleman  and  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  Matiiis.  I  recognize  Mr.  Bergland. 

Mr.  Bergland.  I  would  like  to  direct  a  question  to  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  or  from  Mississippi.  On  page  10,  line  18,  the  Secre- 
tary is  authorized  to  set-aside  if  the  production  of  rice  will  exceed 
the  normal  demand  by  15  percent  as  I  read  it.  Is  that  correct?  Is  it 
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possible  that  under  the  terms  of  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Louisiana  that  the  rice  produced  on  the  nonallotted  farms 
could  be  of  such  importance  to  the  national  scene  that  the  Secretary 
would  be  obliged  to  set  aside  all  of  the  rice  on  the  allotted  acreage  ? 

Mr.  Moore.  I  am  not  sure  I  can  answer  that.  My  understanding  is 
that  the  first  amendment  we  just  adopted  makes  it  not  mandatory 
any  longer.  The  Secretary  can  use  his  discretion  and  may  not  set 
aside  any  acreage.  Under  the  law  as  it  is  written  now,  if  there  is  to 
be  any  set-aside,  then  it  would  come  only  from  allotment  holders.  It  is 
possible  that  the  allotment  holders  would  be  completely  wiped  out. 
Yes ;  you  could  not  grow  any  rice. 

And  the  Secretary  does  not  have  to  make  any  payments. 

Mr.  Bergland.  He  has  no  control  over  production  of  the  rice. 

Mr.  Moore.  That  is  correct.  None  whatsoever. 

Mr.  Bergland.  At  least  in  theory,  we  could  have  enough  rice  pro- 
duced on  the  nonallotted  acres  so  all  the  allotted  acreage  would  be 
completely  set  aside  ? 

Mr.  Moore.  That  is  correct.  The  target  price  would  be  of  no  help  at 
that  point.  The  tool  that  the  Secretary  uses  to  pay  someone  for  not 
raising  rice  is  the  set-aside  payments. 

I  am  assuming  that  he  is  going  to  be  fair,  and  if  he  asked  anyone 
to  not  grow  rice,  he  would  apportion  set- aside  over  all  the  growers 
proportionately  and  would  pay  them  a  set-aside  payment. 

Certainly,  a  new  grower  would  get  no  other  protection. 

If  he  would  not  do  that,  then  another  way  is  to  make  the  bill 
mandatory  and  go  back  to  mandatory  payments  for  set-asides  which 
is  not  the  law  now. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Will  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  yield  ? 

Mr.  Bergland.  Yes. 

Mr.  Mathis.  The  Secretary  may  not,  under  his  discretionary  part 
of  the  set-aside,  require  more  than  30  percent  of  the  acreage  allotment 
to  be  set  aside.  This  is  page  11,  line  14.  The  Secretary  may  not  require 
all  of  the  acreage  grown  under  an  allotment  to  be  set  aside,  only  up 
to  30  percent.  Only  then  when  15  percent  of  the  total  supply  is  carried 
over. 

Mr.  Bergland.  I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Mathis.  The  gentleman  from  Texas  is  seeking  recognition. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  want  to  suggest  that  this  amendment  clearly  shows 
the  nature  of  this  bill.  This  bill  is  not  something  that  applies  fairly 
across  the  board  to  everybody.  This  bill  was  written  for  a  certain 
group  of  farmers.  These  are  ones  who  want  to  get  advantage  through 
the  action  of  Congress. 

I  do  not  believe  that  we  ought  to  sit  here  and  write  legislation  to 
give  advantages  to  special  groups. 

That  is  all  that  this  bill  does.  It  was  all  that  it  was  intended  to  do 
from  beginning  to  end.  It  intends  to  give  to  certain  producers  op- 
portunities that  are  not  available  to  them  under  the  present  law,  and 
that  will  be  available  to  them  under  this,  and  at  the  expense  of  the 
group  that  has  been  producing  rice. 

Of  course,  I  know  the  philosophy.  I  recognize  that  there  are  many 
of  you  who  are  committed  to  the  philosophy  that  we  should  not  have 
any  kind  of  control  whatsoever  on  any  of  our  crops.  You  think  that 
anybody  ought  to  be  able  to  grow  anything  they  want  to  at  any  time. 
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1  ou  want  them  to  be  completely  free.  That  is  a  fine  theory,  but  your 
tobacco  program  does  not  work  that  way,  and  vour  peanut  program 
does  not  work  that  way.  And  it  will  not  work  that  way.  We  know' it.  I 
think  the  proponents  of  the  bill  know  it. 

We  know  that  if  we  pass  this  kind  of  legislation— and  nobody  can 
explain  just  what  is  going  to  happen  to  these  people  then  the"  pro- 
ponents cannot  explain  what  is  going  to  happen.  The  authors  of  the 
amendment  cannot  explain  what  is  going  to  happen.  There  is  not 
one  of  you  m  this  room  who  knows  what  is  going  to  happen  if  you 
adopt  this  amendment  or  not. 

lou  just  know  that  you  are  seeking  to  move  one  group  of  rice- 
growers  into  a  more  favorable  position  than  they  occupy  under  the 
existing  law,  and  you  are  doing  it  at  the  expense  of  those  who  are 
already  growing. 

I  recognize  and  have  recognized  for  a  long  time  that  those  of  us 
who  had  none  of  the  production  involved  in  our  area  should  not  seek 
to  pass  the  rules  for  the  other  people.  But  that  is  what  we  are  doing 
here  right  now.  Most  of  you  who  are  going  to  vote  for  this  rice  bill 
this  morning  do  not  grow  any  more  rice  than  I  do.  You  can  put  all 
the  ricegrowers  in  my  district  in  this  glass. 

You  are  trying,  however,  to  impose  your  views  on  somebody  else. 
The  same  people  who  are  doing  that  are  going  to  come  up  here  next 
year  and  seek  to  impose  that  on  my  peanut  growers.  Of  course  I  will 
protest.  If  the  tobacco  men  want  it,  then  it  is  all  right  with  me.  You 
can  destroy  your  business  if  you  want  to.  But  you  know  and  I  know 
that  you  cannot  grow  tobacco  without  a  program. 

You  know  and  I  know  that  you  cannot  grow  peanuts  without  a 
program. 

And  most  of  us  know  that  you  cannot  grow  rice  without  a  program, 
either.  The  new  growers  and  the  old  ones  are  all  going  to  go  broke 
when  you  pass  this  kind  of  legislation. 

This  amendment  shows  so  clearly  that  there  is  not  one  of  you, 
regardless  of  what  side  you  are  on,  that  knows  what  this  is  going  to  do. 

Certainly  I  do  not  know.  I  do  not  think  there  is  a  man  here  who 
could  stand  up  and  explain  exactly  what  this  amendment  would  do. 
You  cannot  do  it  because  you  do  not  know  what  the  bill  would  do. 

I  think  it  is  obvious  that  this  bill  is  going  to  do  much  harm.  It  will 
be  the  death  knell  of  agriculture  as  we  know  it  now. 

Mr.  Mathis.  The  gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  Fixdley.  I  want  to  observe  that  the  gentleman's  amendment 
has  the  effect  of  gutting  the  bill.  I  am  sure  he  does  not  intend  that, 
but  it  has  that  effect,  because  the  purpose  of  that  amendment  is  to 
bring  the  land,  planted  outside  the  program — that  is,  outside  Govern- 
ment intervention — back  under  Government  intervention.  There  is 
no  question  about  it. 

It  is  fundamentally  at  odds  with  the  purpose  of  this  bill  and  it 
ought  to  be  rejected. 

Mir.  Mathis.  The  gentleman  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  Baldus.  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  we  passed  the  amend- 
ment that  made  it  discretionary  with  the  Secretary,  and  now  if  we 
pass  this  amendment  and  we  change  the  word  "Cooperator"  to 
"Owner"  of  such  a  farm,  then  it  puts  all  rice  growers  in  the  same 
classification  and  removes  the  separate  protection  that  was  there  for 
the  historical  "cooperators." 
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It  severely  changes  the  meaning  of  the  bill  in  my  estimation. 
Mr.  Mathis.  The  gentleman  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  Bergland.  I  have  another  question  which  I  would  like  to  direct 
to  either  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  or  Louisiana. 

On  page  11  the  language  of  the  bill  starting  with  line  8  speaks 
to  the  benefits  that  would  accrue  to  a  cooperator  which  includes  pay- 
ments, loans,  and  purchases.  If  the  gentleman's  amendment  is  accepted, 
will  in  fact  we  be  extending  the  price-support  protection  and  target 
price  payment  protection  to  those  people  who  do  not  have  allotments  ? 

Mr.  Bowex.  This  points  up  the  cloudiness  and  fogginess  of  the 
amendment.  It  is  another  reason  for  voting  it  down. 

Mr.  Moore.  My  answer  is  "No,"  it  would  not.  I  do  not  intend  that. 
That  is  the  motive  behind  the  bill  which  we  are  going  to  see  2  years 
from  now.  There  will  be  a  movement  to  put  new  growers  under  price- 
support  and  loan  protection.  I  think  we  are  going  to  see  this  come  to 
pass. 

In  proposing  this,  I  had  no  intention  of  gutting  the  bill.  I  am  going 
to  try  to  defeat  the  bill,  yes,  but  not  through  this  amendment.  I  am 
not  trying  to  destroy  it.  I  stand  corrected  by  the  Chair,  and  I  think 
I  prefaced  a  previous  answer  by  saying  I  did  not  know.  The  risk  is 
that  any  existing  farmer  may  run  the  risk  of  having  30  percent  of  his 
land  set  aside  every  year  with  no  payments  under  this  bill,  and  to  let 
new  men  get  into  the  market,  that  is  all  right.  If  the  bill  is  going  to 
pass  that  way;  it  is  OK.  But  let  us  spread  set-aside  to  every  grower. 

The  protection  to  any  grower  for  having  land  set  aside  is  not  a  target 
price  and  is  not  a  loan. 

How  could  a  target  price  help  you  if  you  have  not  planted  your 
crop?  Your  protection  is  a  set-aside  payment.  Either  we  trust  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  treat  our  farmers  equally  or  we  do  not. 

I  simply  say  that  I  am  trying  to  do  this.  I  am  trying  to  spread  it  to 
every  farmer.  Every  farmer  will  have  the  same  opportunity  to  get  a 
set -a  side  payment  for  not  growing  rice.  We  are  going  to  have  a 
glut  on  the  market  and  the  facts  are  there.  There  is  not  a  market  for 
it.  The  market  is  going  down.  I  do  not  think  it  is  fair  to  an  existing 
farmer  to  tell  him  that  he  can  grow  30  percent  less  this  year  and  the 
next  year,  so  long  as  any  new  growers  are  getting  into  the  market  and 
profit  by  their  diminished  crop.  I  do  not  think  it  is  fair.  That  is  not 
gutting  the  bill  at  all,  because  they  are  going  to  get  the  production 
price  set-asides  for  not  growing  rice. 

Mr.  Peyser.  I  move  the  previous  question. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Mr.  Jones  of  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  J  ones.  I  direct  this  question  to  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi. 
It  might  be  well  for  you  to  explain  what,  if  any,  control  is  contained 
in  this  legislation  regarding  payments. 

Mr.  Bowex.  Hopefully  not  the  way  it  is  written.  This  amendment,  if 
adopted,  would  confuse  the  whole  issue.  Counsel  has  just  told  me  that 
if  you  redefine  it  and  change  the  definition  of  the  word  "cooperator" 
to  be  an  owner  or  operator  of  a  farm  and  if  that  definition  applies 
throughout  the  bill,  then  it  means  that  everyobdy  who  grows  is  eligible 
for  a  loan  and  target  participation.  We  are  not  asking  the  Government 
to  get  into  that  business. 

I  think  it  would  completely  alter  the  concept  of  the  bill. 
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What  we  are  trying  to  do  is  to  give  some  protection  to  the  traditional 
growers.  The  bill  does  that.  It  hopefully  does  not  restrict  them.  I  agree 
with  the  gentleman's  first  amendment.  I  am  afraid  that  the  language 
of  this  one  would  finally  confuse  the  whole  issue  in  terms  of  who  is 
eligible  for  target  and  loan  provisions.  I  hope  the  committee  will  re- 
ject it. 

Mr.  Jones  of  North  Carolina.  I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Without  objection  the  previous  question  is  ordered.  The 
question  occurs  on  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana. 

Mr.  Moore.  I  ask  for  a  recorded  vote. 

Mr.  Mathis.  The  Clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  amendment  and  rollcall  vote  follow:  Page  11,  line  11,  Page  11,  line  18, 
Page  12,  line  20,  Page  13,  line  15,  and  Page  13,  line  21,  strike  out  the  word 
"cooperators"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  words  "owners  and  operators  of  a 
farm";  and 

Page  14,  line  5,  strike  out  the  words  "a  cooperator"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
"an  owner  or  operator  of  a  farm". 

EXPLANATION 

This  amendment  would  require  all  producers  to  participate  in  any  set-aside 
program  implemented  by  the  Secretary. 

Ayes:  Representatives  Poage,  Brown,  Rose,  (by  proxy),  Breckinridge,  Krebs, 
Hightower,  Grassley,  Moore. 

Nays :  Representatives  Jones  of  Norton  Carolina,  Jones  of  Tennessee,  Melcher 
(by  proxy),  Mathis,  Bergland,  Bowen,  Litton  (by  proxy),  Richmond,  Nolan, 
Weaver,  Baldus,  Harkin  (by  proxy),  Bedell,  McHugh,  English,  Fithian  (by 
proxy),  Jenrette,  D'Amours,  Wampler,  Findley,  Thone,  Symms,  Madigan,  Peyser, 
Heckler,  Kelly  (by  proxy),  Hagedorn,  Vigorito,  Sebelius  (by  proxy). 

Present:  Representative  Jeffords  (by  proxy). 

The  Clerk.  The  vote  is  8  ayes  and  29  nayes. 

Mr.  Mathis.  There  being  8  ayes  and  29  nayes  the  amendment  is  not 
agreed  to. 

The  gentleman  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  Moore.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  one  last  amendment, 
I  would  like  to  have  it  passed  out.  It  is  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute, 
and  to  back  it  up  I  would  also  like  to  pass  out  two  additional 
documents. 

Mr.  Mathis.  The  gentleman  from  Louisiana  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  Moore.  Thank  you,  Chairman. 

This  bill,  that  is,  this  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  was 
offered  in  the  subcommittee.  I  got  a  rousing  number  of  votes.  I  got  my 
own  vote. 

This  is  what  is  called  the  "Houston  plan".  It  was  introduced  by 
Congressman  John  Breaux  who  is  currently  in  Cuba  trying  to  sell 
some  of  the  rice  that  you  are  going  to  force  us  to  grow  and  that  we 
cannot  sell.  There  presently  exists  an  embargo  on  exporting  to  Cuba. 
It  has  also  been  introduced  by  Senator  Russell  Long  of  Louisiana. 
You  have  already  seen  his  letter  passed  out  yesterday  explaining  why 
the  bill  was  there. 

Two  documents  that  I  passed  out  in  support  of  the  bill  are  first,  an 
analysis  done  by  LSU  on  ricegrowers  in  Louisiana.  You  see  that  they 
net  $17.17  per  acre. 
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I  heard  some  figures  floating  around  about  how  much  ricegrowers 
make  and  I  thought  I  would  like  to  give  you  this  to  show  you  that 
they  really  do  not  make  that  much  money. 

Second^  I  have  given  you  a  chart  prepared  by  the  Library  of  Con- 
gress for  Senator  Long  indicating  the  comparisons  between  the  price 
of  rice  and  what  the  consumer  pays. 

You  can  see  that  there  is  not  much  correlation  between  the  rice  going 
down  with  what  the  consumer  pays. 

On  that  note  I  would  simply  say  that  I  have  not  heard  any  outcry 
from  consumers  complaining  about  the  high  cost  of  rice.  First  of  all, 
not  many  of  them  need  it,  and  secondly,  it  is  not  that  expensive ;  cur- 
rently 52  cents  per  pound.  People  are  not  hollering  about  the  high 
cost  of  rice  because  it  is  not  high. 

It  has  not  really  fluctuated  and  it  is  not  really  going  to  come  down. 
The  figure  that  rice  is  selling  for  now  and  as  shown  on  that  chart,  if  it 
dips  much  further,  say  to  50  cents  per  pound,  then  you  are  at  a  loss 
figure  then.  So  you  will  not  be  growing  it  at  that  figure.  If  it  dips  to  50 
cents  per  pound  then  it  will  not  drop  a  penny  or  so  at  the  grocery  store, 
so  you  cannot  expect  any  decreases  in  the  cost  of  rice  to  the  consumer. 

The  reason  for  it  is  the  tremendous  cost  of  doing  business :  heavy 
machinery,  fertilizer,  labor,  and  what  have  you. 

The  point  I  am  trying  to  make  is  that  there  is  not  a  consumer 
demand  to  save  monev  on  rice.  That  is  not  the  reason  the  bill  is  being 
pushed. 

The  bill  is  being  pushed  by  people  who  want  to  get  into  the  business, 
including  some  in  my  own  district.  We  could,  under  this  bill  grow  rice 
in  my  district ;  we  do  not  grow  it  now.  If  everybody  gets  in  on  the  act 
then  nobody  will  make  any  money. 

So,  the  substitute  bill  I  am  offering  is  the  Houston  plan.  The  Hous- 
ton plan  does  expand  by  some  200,000  acres,  I  believe,  rice  production. 

It  does  expand  it  to  allow  the  new  growers  to  come  in.  It  continues 
the  same  system  that  we  have  now,  except  it  does  reduce  the  parity 
from  65  percent  down  to  60  percent  to  save  Uncle  Sam  some  money. 

We  think  the  bill  is  a  fair  way  of  expanding  production  at  a  time 
when  we  do  not  know  what  the  future  holds.  It  does  not  look  that 
bright. 

Anybody  can  grow  rice  now.  Nobody  is  prohibited  from  doing  that. 

So,  we  are  simply  saying,  why  not  adopt  a  plan  like  this  which  is  a 
step  forward  and  a  step  from  where  you  are  now,  if  you  do  not  like 
the  existing  program. 

Let  us  give  this  one  time  to  work  and  then  in  a  year  or  2  we  can 
look  at  it  again.  It  is  not  a  2-year  program.  We  can  change  this  one 
if  something  does  not  work.  If  it  turns  out  that  we  do  have  all  these 
wonderful  markets  that  nobody  can  seem  to  justify  at  the  moment. 

The  Houston  plan  was  one  that  was  worked  out  by  ricegrowers  from 
rice-producing  States  in  the  Union. 

I  am  told  that  they  all  agree  on  it.  It  is  one  that  they  are  willing 
to  live  with.  It  does  not  set  up  a  target  price  system.  It  will  not  cost 
Uncle  Sam  a  lot  of  money.  There  have  not  been  payments  since  1969 
under  the  existing  program.  Under  the  target  price  program  I  have 
shown  you  figures  and  quoted  them  the  other  day  that  we  are  going 
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to  have  something  like  $78  million  in  payments  under  the  target  price 
program  if  rice  drops  any  at  all  down  from  where  it  is  now. 

So,  therefore,  it  will  not  cost  Uncle  Sam  any  money.  It  will  allow 
expansion.  It  is  going  to  continue  the  existing  program  which  I  think 
has  worked.  That  is  why  rice  farmers  that  are  in  business  today  are 
not  coming  in  here  asking  for  price  supports  or  target  supports  or 
additional  Federal  aid,  because  they  do  not  need  it.  They  are  able  to 
make  money  on  the  existing  system. 

So,  I  offer  this  bill  as  a  substitute  to  the  one  we  have  now,  as  being 
a  far  better  course  of  action  and  a  more  prudent  and  conservative 
course  of  action,  and  one  that  I  think  will  be  a  whole  lot  better  in  the 
long  run. 

Mr.  Mathis.  The  gentleman  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  Bowen.  We  have  examined  this  bill  thoroughly  in  subcommit- 
tee. We  had  a  lengthy  debate  on  it.  I  think  all  the  members  of  this 
committee  here  are  aware  that  the  approach  of  this  bill  would  funda- 
mentally continue  the  system  we  now  have. 

I  would  simply  point  out  to  the  committee  that  it  is  not  the  purpose 
of  the  legislation  that  we  are  passing  to  reduce  the  price  of  rice,  but 
it  is  the  purpose  of  this  legislation  primarily  to  insure  that  the  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture  does  not  take  the  action  which,  under  law,  it  must 
take  in  December  of  this  }Tear,  which  is  to  cut  back  substantially  on  the 
production  of  rice. 

I  talked  to  Secretary  Butz  last  night.  I  asked  him  if  there  was  any 
way  in  the  furthest  reaches  of  his  imagination  and  the  mathematics 
available  to  him  that  he  could  see  some  way  that  he  could  not  cut  back 
on  rice  production,  and  he  said  "No,  there  was  no  way  under  the  law, 
under  the  numbers  we  are  dealing  with,  and  we  must  cut  back." 

The  figure  would  be  somewhere  from  2.8  million  to  somewhere  about 
1.65  million.  This  would  increase  the  price  of  rice  somewhere  between 
50  and  100  percent  on  the  grocery  shelves.  It  would  cut  off  about  $1 
billion  from  our  exports.  This  is  what  the  legislation  we  are  considering 
would  attempt  to  prevent. 

Therefore,  I  urge  your  vote  against  the  amendment  from  the  gentle- 
man from  Louisiana. 

M r.  Moore.  Will  the  gentleman  yield  ? 

Mr.  Bowen.  Yes. 

Mr.  Moore.  If  the  Secretary  is  contemplating  market  quotas  which 
has  been  part  of  our  discussion  for  several  days — I  take  it  that  is  what 
vou  just  got  through  saying — then  why  is  he  doing  that  if  it  is  not 
because  we  do  not  have  a  market  ?  Why  would  he  cut  back  rice  produc- 
tion unless  he  could  foresee  no  market? 

Mr.  Bowen.  I  do  not  think  it  is  well  designed,  frankly.  It  requires 
that  according  to  a  certain  formula,  which  I  explained  to  the  commit- 
tee, not  based  necessarily  on  what  the  actual  future  markets  might  be, 
but  based  on  what  actual  past  consumption  was. 

It  is  a  very  conservative  formula  which  is  designed  to  benefit  the  old 
growers  and  require  a  cutback.  It  is  designed  for  and  by  the  benefit 
of  the  allotment  holders.  That  is  why  I  suggested  that  we  fundamen- 
tally ought  to  alter  that  program. 

Mr.  Moore.  That  is  one  analysis  of  it.  I  prefer  to  believe  that  it  was 
not  drawn  in  such  a  haphazard  way,  but  was  done  to  be  sure  that  we 
did  not  have  price  support  pa}Tments  being  given  from  Uncle  Sam. 
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Uncle  Sam  does  not  want  to  pay  any  more  money  than  he  has  to.  Con- 
sequently, if  he  does  not  see  a  market  coming,  then  you  impose  market 
quotas  to  cut  back  on  the  production  to  keep  it  in  line. 

Under  that  formula  we  have  had  no  Government  payments  since 
1969. 

We  have  heard  about  how  great  the  crop  was  in  1974.  If  we  were 
using  a  past  crop  then  it  would  seem  to  me  that  market  quotas  would 
not  be  imposed  by  virtue  of  the  fact  that  we  had  markets  in  1974  that 
we  will  not  have  in  1976.  We  will  not  have  Southeast  Asia,  Iran,  and 
Iraq. 

So  I  think  while  you  are  going  to  see  a  market  quota  imposed  just 
because  there  are  no  future  markets  in  line  with  what  is  hoped  for. 
That  will  drive  down  the  price  of  rice.  Maybe  2  or  3  cents  in  the 
grocery  stores  but  below  the  break-even  point  to  the  farmer. 

So  I  think  we  are  perpetrating  a  cruel  hoax  on  these  farmers.  They 
are  not  going  to  make  money  at  $7.50  per  hundredweight. 

Mr.  Bedell.  I  move  the  previous  question. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Is  there  further  discussion?  Without  objection  the 
previous  question  is  ordered.  The  question  now  occurs  on  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  Moore.  I  ask  for  a  recorded  vote. 

Mr.  Mathis.  The  Clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

(The  rollcall  follows :) 

Ayes:  Representatives  Poage,  Brown,  Rose  (by  proxy),  Breckinridge,  Krebs, 
Hightower,  Moore,  de  la  Garza  (by  unanimous  consent  in  later  proceedings). 

Nays :  Representatives  Vigorito,  Jones  of  North  Carolina,  Jones  of  Tennessee, 
Melcher(  by  proxy),  Mathis,  Bergland,  Bowen,  Litton  (by  proxy),  Richmond, 
Nolan,  Weaver,  Baldus,  Harkin  (by  proxy),  Bedell,  McHugh,  English,  Fithian 
(by  proxy),  Jenrette,  D'Amours,  Wampler,  Sebelius(  by  proxy),  Findley,  Thone, 
Johnson  (by  proxy),  Peyser,  Heckler,  Jeffords  (by  proxy),  Kelly,  Grassley, 
Symms  (by  proxy) ,  Madigan  (by  proxy). 

The  Clerk.  Seven  ayes  and  thirty-one  nays. 

Mr.  Mathis.  There  being  seven  ayes  and  thirty-one  nays,  the  amend- 
ment is  not  agreed  to. 

Are  there  further  amendments  ? 

The  Chair  hears  none.  The  gentleman  from  Mississippi  moves  that 
the  bill  H.K.  8529  as  amended  be  reported  with  the  recommendation 
that  it  do  pass.  Is  there  objection  to  the  previous  question  on  the  motion 
from  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  Moore.  I  object, 

Mr.  Mathis.  Does  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  move  the  previous 
question  ? 

Mr.  Bowen.  I  move  the  previous  question. 

Air.  Mathis.  The  question  is  on  the  previous  question. 

Those  who  are  in  favor  will  raise  their  hands. 

The  Clerk.  Twenty-three. 

Mr.  jNIathis.  Those  opposed  ?  Like  sign. 

The  Clerk.  Three. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Being  twenty-three  ayes  and  three  nays,  the  previous 
question  is  ordered. 

The  question  occurs  on  the  motion  of  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi. 

Does  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  desire  a  rollcall  vote  ? 

Mr.  Moore.  Yes,  thank  you. 

Mr.  Mathis.  The  Clerk  will  call  the  roll. 
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(The  rollcall  follows :) 

Ayes:  Representatives  Vigorito,  Jones  of  North  Carolina,  Jones  of  Tennessee, 
Melcher  (by  proxy),  Mathis,  Bo  wen,  Litton  (by  proxy),  Richmond,  Nolan, 
Weaver,  Baldus,  Harkin  (by  proxy),  Bedell,  McHugh,  English,  Fithian  (by 
proxy),  Jenrette,  D'Amours,  Wampler,  Sebelius  (by  proxy),  Findley,  Thone, 
Symms  (by  proxy),  Johnson  (by  proxy),  Madigan  (by  proxy),  Peyser,  Heckler, 
Jeffords  (by  proxy),  Kelly,  Grassley,  Hagedorn  (by  proxy),  de  la  Garza  (by 
unanimous  consent). 

Nays :  Representatives  Poage,  Bergland,  Brown,  Rose  (by  proxy),  Breckinridge, 
Krebs,  Hightower,  Moore. 

The  Clerk.  Thirty-one  ayes  and  eight  nays. 

Mr.  Mathis.  Being  31  ayes  and  8  nays,  the  bill  is  reported. 

The  Chair  would  like  to  thank  all  the  members  of  this  committee  for 
their  patience  in  dealing  with  this  legislation. 

Mr.  Moore.  I  would  like  to  inform  the  Chair  that  I  intend  to  file 
dissenting  views. 

Mr.  Mathis.  The  gentleman  is  entitled  to  do  so. 

Mr.  Brown.  I  will  also  do  so. 

Mr.  Bergland.  Is  it  the  Chair's  intention  to  entertain  other  pending 
business  which  is  before  the  committee  ? 

If  so,  I  have  three  matters  I  would  like  to  bring  up. 

Mr.  Mathis.  The  gentleman  from  Georgia  will  vacate  the  Chair,  and 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  will  assume  the  Chair. 

The  gentleman  from  Texas,  I  understand,  is  going  to  entertain  other 
motions. 

The  Chair  will  state  for  the  benefit  of  members  who  intend  to  file 
dissenting  views,  that  they  be  presented  no  later  than  11 :30  a.m.  on 
Monday. 

[The  committee  proceeded  to  consider  other  legislation  before 
adjourning.] 
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